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PREFACE 


AE great Skid; which the 
author of the Diſcourſe of the 
Grounds and Reaſons, Cc. 
laid down, and endeavonred to 
en in Ther performance, were, that the 
Old Teftament is the ſole proof of Chriſti- 
aanity, and the Old Teſtament writings the 
I only canon of ſcriptur? to Chriſtians ; that 
? Chriſtianity hath no other foundation than 
| the prophecies of the Old Teſtament to ſup- 
port it; and that thoſe prophecies are ty- 
pical and allegorical; that , they are not 
urged in the New Teſtament, according to 


* . 
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A * 
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1 the literal and obvious ſenſe, which they 
Z fem to bear in their ſuppoſed places in the 
Ola; 
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Old; and that therefore they are no proofs 
according to ſcholaſtick rules. The infe- 
rence from hence is, That if the proofs for 


Chriſtianity from the Old Teſtament be not 
valid, if the arguments founded on thoſe books 


be not concluſive, and the prophecies cited 
from thence be not fulfilled, then hath Chri- 
ſtianity no juſt foundation; for the founda- 
tion on which Jeſus and his Apoſtles built 
it, is then invalid and falſe. 


IN anſwer to this objettion it hath been 


arged, that Chriſtianity hath other founda- 


tions to ſupport it than the prophecies of the 


Old Teſtament, and that neither Chriſt nor 
his Apoſtles ever conjidered or urged theſe 


prophecies as the only proofs of the truth of 


Chriſtianity, but appeal conſtantly and unant- 


mouſly to other kinds of evidence, to prove” 
themſelves the meſſengers of God, and the 


doftrines they delivered to be the doctriues 


of God; and that as our Lord appeals to 


prophecy for the proof of his being the Meſt 
ſias, ſo there are ſeveral expreſs predictions 
in the Jewiſh. writings, that relate to an 
extraordinary perſon, wha was to be raiſed 
a of God for the deliverance * his people, 
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ed N Fulfilled, ” certain events to which: 


[ vip} 
which prediftions agree to, and were accom- 
liſhed. in Jeſus of Nazareth; and that this 
double kind ofeuidence anſwers two very diſtinct 
purpoſes; the former to prove the divine miſſi- 
on and authority of Chriſt, and the latter 
that he was the Meſſiah propheſied of 
in the Old Teſtament, and conſtantly __— 
ed by the Fews. 


THIS is the real ſtate of the contro- 
werſy between the author of the Diſcourſe of 


the GroundsandReaſons, and his adverſaries, 
= and this is the point that ſhould be kept in 
a | = view. The queſtion is not, whether every 

' paſſage cited out of the Old Teſtament by 


the writers of the New, and applied to Chriſt, 
zs. applied according to the primary deſign 


and meaning of ſuch paſſage. If there can 
| be aſſigned any juſt reaſons for the applica- 


tion of ſuch queſtionable paſſages, the apoſtles 


are to be juſtified in making them, tho they . 


ſhould not be proper and direct proofs of the 
thing aſſerted; and if certain paſſages of 
ſcripture, all of which is written by a pro- 


phetick ſpirit, which are really no pre- 


dictious, may. in a proper ſenſe be accompliſh- 


they 


wil L 
they anſwer, but did not originally belong, 
thoſe who apply them to ſuch events may 
Juſtly affirm, that ſuch parts of the pro- 
| phetick writings are accompliſhed by them, 
| and eſpecially when ſuch application is well 
1 underſtood by thoſe perſons, for whoſe ſake it 
| is made uſe of : and this will not prove, 
that the paſſages ſo applied are affirmed to 
be prophetick of the events they are applied 
| | to by thoſe that make it, or eſteemed as pro- 
- phetick by thoſe for whoſe uſe and advantage 
l it is made; much leſs will it prove, what 
the author of the Diſcourſe muſt prove in 
order to ſupport his cauſe, that the real mi- 

racles of Chrift, in confirmation of his good 
Aoctrines, are not a ſufficient evidence of his 

being the meſſenger of God, or that the ac- 
compliſhment of real prophecies in him, do 4 

not re him to ve 1% true Meſſias. : 


FOR inſtance, when St. Matthew zells 
us, that Joſeph went with Jeſus . into 
Egypt, that it might be fulfilled, which 
was ſpoken of the Lord by the prophet, fay- 
ing, Out of © Zgypt have 1 called my ſon 5 
he conſidered that paſſage as witten by a 
prophet, and therefore ſa ys it was fulfilled in 

_ 


1 9 

| DIY . . S a . 
PIs. OS, IP" Wo "Irs 8 on. 8 n , 
EE OS I N 


8 
N 


+ 

5 
* 
3 
. 
Es: 
bY kt” 


L Ix | 
Chriſt, who when a child came up out of 
egypt, juſt as Iſrael did when he was a 
child. So that here is plain prophecy, or 4 
paſſage out of a prophetich author, applied to 
an event to which it exattly anſwers, and 
in which it was fulfilled St. Matthew doth 
not ſay, that it might be fulfilled, which was 
propheſied of concerning Chriſt ; but only 
what was ſpoken of the Lord by the pro- 
pher. As every part of ſeripture * was written 
under the influence of a prophetick ſpirit, 
every part of tt is proper prophecy, even thoſe 
parts of it that contain no real predictions 3 
and in this large ſenſe the word prophecy is 
often uſed. Of conſequence, if, ſuch parts of 
prophecy are cited and applied, they can't be 
cited” as predictions, but only to ſhew a re- 
ſemblance or correſpondence of events, or for 
uch other purpoſes as ſuit the intention of him 
| that uſes them, and are well underſtood by thoſe 
to whom they are urged. And therefore the 
New . Teſtament writers are to be juſtified in 
their application of ſuch paſſages," ſince they 
believed the divine authority of the books 
they cited from, and thoſe to "whom they 
wrote, underſtood the 1 ad dunner of 


1 ſquotations. N 
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[ x 1 
BUT it may be objetted, how ſball we 
ino when they cite the Old Teſtament paf 
ſages as proper predictions, and when they do 
not? Tanſwer, by comparing the Old and New 
Teſtament together, juſt as we would any 
other two writings that have any dependance 
on one another. Nothing is more uſual than 
for writers, ſometimes to confirm their ſenti- 
ments 4 paſſe ages from other approved au- 
thors, as the Literal Schematiſt well knows; 
and ſometimes only to expreſs themſelves in 
their words, without quoting them as autho- 
rities, Nou would it not be an impertinent 
piece of criticiſm in any man, that ſhould 
Take upon him to affirm, that ſuch a writer 
never quotes his authors as authoritics, be- 
cauſe he ſometimes quotes them for a diffe- 
rent purpoſe? Or that becauſe he ſometimes 
quotes. them 4 authorities, therefore he al- 
ways. doth? And yet this is the whole of 
tte argument againſt Chriſtianity. The A- 
Poftles apply fome paſſages to Chriſt that are 
not prediftions of him, therefore they apply 
none that are; or therefore they aluays quote 
_them-in-the allegorical or myſtical ſenſe. But 
2 one 4 the J and impertinence 2 
ſuch 


2 


# 
2 
7 
TI 
* . 
4 
3 
\ F * 
” 
8 
Le 
n 
9 
* 
* 
— 
— 
15 
. PAS 
. 
* 
5 
7 
7 8 
3 
78 
Is, 
9 
BEL bs 
* 
. 
, 
3 


fant practice 3 and inflead of maintaining 
b 2 


VV 
ſuch an. inference. Let the writings of the 
apoſtles be read with the ſame candour as 


| thoſe of other men, and their circumſtances 


as Jews, and believers of the authority of 
the Fewiſh writings, be conſidered, and their 


quotations will all appear juſt and proper, 
and not at all unworthy the character of men 


under a divine inſpiration. 


THE author of the Literal Scheme of Pro- 


i phecy, who profeſſedly writes in vindication 


of the Diſcourſe & c. ſhould have kept to the 
main argument treated of in that book ; to 
the original poſition, that the Old Teſtament 
is the ſole proof of Chriſtianity, which hath 


no other foundation than the prophecies from 


thence to ſupport it; and that Chriſt and 


his Apoſtles argued only from the allegorical 


ſenſe of thoſe prophecies. Theſe are ſtrong 
and repeated aſſertions, and which an honeſt 


and impartial man ſhould have had the cou- 
rage to have retracted, or endeavoured to have 


ſupported. But as to both theſe the Literal 
Schematiſt ig ſilent. . To retrat? is not his 


province but to tip from the real queſtion, 
and dextrouſly to ſbift his argument, is his con- 


the 


[ xi) ] 


the grand point, that Chriſtianity hath no 
other foundation than the prophecies of the 


Old Teſtament to ſupport it, diſputes with 


us the ſenſe and reference of ſome particular 
prophecies. This is a very unfair and diſin- 


genuous method of controverſy ; and. tho" it 
may proſelyte his heedleſs and prejudiced rea- 
ders, who have an intereſt to ſerve by rejett- 


ing the principles of revelation, yet can have 
no bat, influence upon ſober minds, and i im- 


n * 3 1780 truth. 


1 therefore conclude, from our author's fi. 
lence on this principle point of 1 the argument, 
that Chriſtianity hath other foundations to 
ſupport it than prophecies, viz. the goodneſs 
of its dotrines con firmed by real miracles ; 
and ſince the doctrines of Chriſt and his 
precepts are conſiſtent with reaſon, conf, ent 


with one another, all tending to the honour 


F God and good of men; his miracles, with 


theſe circumſtances,” ought to determine men 


to believe in him. The conſequence our author 
allows, ſuppoſing rhe truth of the premiſes, Li- 
teral Scheme, p. 321, 322. And as theſe things 


have never yet been v fairly diſproved, Ent fland 


upon 
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on the moſt ſolid foundation * trulh, the 


neceſſary inference is, that he was a perſon 


. ſent from God. Whether theſe miracles and 


dottrines can be defended or no, yet cannot 


our author be cleared from the groſſeſt falſifi- 


cations, by ſo often aſſerting, that Jeſus and 
his Apoſtles grounded Chriſtianity on the 


proofs drawn from the Old Teſtament pro- 


phecies, and from the allegorical typical ſenſe 
of thoſe prophecies ; when nothing is. more 
evident, than that the only appeal, by way of 
proof, they make to thoſe prophecies is to prove, 
hat Feſus was the perſon they expected, and 
that the events of Feſus anſwered to, and 


were contained i in thoſe Predictions. 


THAT there are ſome PA and literal 
prophecies in the Old Teſtament that do point 
out the Meſſias, and foretel his miracles, his 
ſufferings and death, his reſurrection, his 


pouring out the ſpirit, his calling of the 


Gentiles, his univerſal kingdom, and the like 
principal events, is certain. Our author 
hath not, cannot diſprove it. Such are the 
prophecies of Malachi iii. 1.  Haggai | ii. 6, & c. 
Zechariah ix. 9, 10. and xii. 10. and thoſe 


of 


of Daniel, that... I have in the following 
ers endeavoured to vindicate and explain. 


I have confined my ſelf to theſe laſt, becauſe 


the Schematiſt ſeems aware of their ſtrength ; 


and after the moſt careful examination of 


them that I am capable of, I am perſwagded, 
that no other events but thoſe of Jeſus do 
anſ wer to the circumſtances and parts of 
them, and that there is ſuch a ftrange agree- 
ment between the one and other, as . muſt 


neceſſarily induce any conſiderate perfon to be- 


lieve, either that Daniel's book was written 


after the times of Jeſus, . or that Daniel's 
predictions related to * were Falfiled in 


bim. 


3 


1 F there are any expreſs prophecies that 


do thus preditt the Meſſias, applicable to 


Chriſt and to him only, the chriſtian cauſe is 
abundantly ſecure, and Jeſus is proved to 
be. the true Meſlias. For if there is a doubt 
4s to the original intention of ſome other of 
them, this can never deſtroy the force of the 
argument. from real predictions and real 
A accompliſuments ; and wunleſs this gentle- 
man can giue ut an entire view of the 

true 
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true end and deſign of the Jewiſh E iſtory, 
and of all the prophetick meſſages deliver- 
ed by their inſpired teachers, an impartial 
man will think, from other real predictians 


there may be ſome reference to the Meſſias 


intended by God in others; eſpecially when he 


cannot prove there is not, but may on the 
contrary diſcern a wiſe end to be anſwered 
by it, if there is. 


IF the principal deſien of the Jewiſh re. 
velation, and the ſeparation of that people 


from all others, was to keep up the know- 


ledge of one God, and to be a funding memo 
rial in the world againſt idolatry; and if the 
keeping in their minds the notion of a pro- 
phet that was to come, to be like unto Mo- 
ſes; who ſettled among ft them the worſhip of 
the only living and true God, had any ten. 


dency fo keep them from idolatry, and preſeru 


them in the true worſhip of God, it ſeems to 
me exceeding proper and natural, that in moſt 
of their rites' and "ceremonies, their propbeti- 
cal meſſages, and moſt remarkable kings and 


OR. and — ere fhould be fome re- 


ference 


D xvi] 
ference to this future prophet ; ſometimes 
clearer ſometimes obſcurer, according to the 
pleaſure of God, and the circumſtances and 
wants of that people; and tho the applicati- 
on of ſuch obſcurer paſſages to the Meſſias 
after his coming, will not carry that force 


of evidence as clear prophecies do, eſperiall ly 
to thoſe who"might not ſo well underſtand 
the nature of the Jewiſh conſtitution; yet as 
added to real prophecies they are a circumſtan- 
tial evidence, and encreaſe the weight of the 
argument o all; and would be a real proof 
to the Jets, to whom only they were. made 
uſe of and who' believed. their reference to 
the Meſſias; and were ge juſtly 8 
ed 0 Ow and bis te cas 6a) 1» 


F * am indeed binds condiniced, PN 
the moſt- impartial ſearch that I am capable 

making, that the: Old Teſtament doth a- 
bound with prophecies: of the Meſſias; ana 
that in particular the prophecies excepted u. 
gainſt by the author of the Literal. Scheme, 
do belong to bim, and to him only. As he 
Seems to follow, implicitely. the Great 13 


ing n, away from Chriſt, 1 
only 


a ® 


3 


only now „ obſerve, that Grotius's explications are 


many of them inconſh, Vent with true grammar, 


and the circumſtances of the perſons to whom 
he applies them; but that they ao, m their 


literal and obvious ſenſe, and according to 


ſcholaſtick rules of interpretation, agree 10 


the times and events of Jeſus, and are ſub- 
ſtantial proofs of his being the promiſed 


Meſſias. 


OR author himſelf obſerves, Lit. Scheme 


p. 3 3 8. that one thing ſuppoſed to be propheſied 


of concerning the Meſlias, was, that he ſhould 
do miracles; and this our Lord himſelf ac- 
knowleages, when, in anſwer To John's dif- 


ciples, enquiring, Are thou he that ſhould 


come, or do we look for another, he ſays, 
Return and ſhew John thoſe things which 
ye do hear and ſee: The blind receive 
their ſight, and the lame walk, the lepers 


are cleanſed, and the deaf hear, the dead 


are raiſed up, and the goſpel is preached 
to the poor; referring to ſome plain paß 
ſages of the Old Teſtament. F then it 
was propheſied that there ſhould be a time, 
when theſe miracles ſhould be performed in 

e : | Judza, 
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Judæa, and ifs it was never pretended that they 


were done, from the time of the delivery of 


theſe prophecies to the times of ſeſus, and if 


they were frequently and openly performed 


by him; the conſequence is, that there is pro- 
phecy, and the accompliſhment of prophecy, 


and that the fulfilling of theſe prophecies in 


Chriſt demonſtrate, that the times ſpoken of 
did belong to him, becauſe the things propheſibd 
of were done by him. If our author ſhould 
object, that we can't prove theſe prophecies 
belong to Chriſt, T affirm we can, becauſe the 
circumſtances of them and the times of Feſus 


ao fo exat}ly tally; for here is not only a pro- 


phecy in general of miracles, but the parti- 
cular ones are ſpecified; theſe were actually 
performed by Chriſt, and of conſequence theſe 


prophecies are à true and exatt deſcription of 


him, and of no other perſon whatſoever. 


"Now ſince the Schematiſt acknowledges, that 


good doctrines, confirmed by miracles, are a 


ſufficient proof of a divine miſſion, and ought 


to determine men to believe in ſuch a perſon ; ; 


'T infer, that the Schematiſt 75 obliged to 
believe in Chriſt as a divine meſſenger, be- 


cauſe his doftrines were good, and confirmed 
"by miracles'; and as the mirucles he "awronght 


Were 


3 


[ ;x1x | 
were the actual accompliſhment of prophecies, 
he is farther obliged to acknowledge, that he 
was that particular prophet the Fews ex- 
pected, or the promiſed Meſſias; and he muſt 
either affirm, that the literal ſenſe of the 
blinds receiving their ſight, &c. is not that 
the blind ſhall reccive their ſight, c. or 
that Chriſt did not cauſe the blind to ſee, 
&c. or that theſe things ſuit the character 
of ſome other perſon; or elſe the inference 
will be demonſtratively true, that Chriſt is 
the Meſſiah. In like manner if it be pro- 
pheſied, that a certain perſon ſhould come, 
and that the God of heaven ſhould ſet up an 
uni ver ſal kingdom, and give it fo this perſon, 
a kingdom that ſhould ſtand for ever, that 
the ſubjetts of it ſhould be ſaints, and this 
kingdom ſhould never conſiſt of any other peo- 


ple; and if another prophecy affirms, that 


Meſlias the prince ſhould come in the laſt 
ſeven years of a fixed period of time, that 
he ſhould finiſh tranſgreſſion, and bring in 
everlaſting righteouſneſs, &c. that at the 


end of theſe ſeven years he ſhonid be cut off, 
and after this the Jews ſhould be deſerted of 


God, and at laſt deſtroyed, and made urter- 
* * 


[xx ] 


ly deſolate, it will follow that if Chriſt came 


at the time appointed, aid do the things 
ſpoken of, was cut off, and is in poſſeſſt- 


on of his kingdom, and if the Jews were 


atlually made deſolate, according to the pre- 
diftion, it will follow, I ſay, that Jeſus 
Chriſt was the perſon ſpoken of, and that 
he ought to be owned and 6— as 


ſuch. 


IF there are ſome difficulties mixed with 
theſe plain characters, the argument from 
plain prophecy and real accompliſhment will 


not be at all invalidated ; or if other paſſages 


are applied ta, Chriſt out of the ſacred wri- 
tings, that do not carry ſo ſtrong an evidence 
as the other, this can never prove that there 
were no prophecies of him at all. Tea if he can 
prove the Apoſtles miſtaken in their applica- 
tion of ſome paſſages to Chriſt, which he can 
never do, unleſs he can prove they had no 


juſt reaſon to make it, he cannot prove 


*.- 


that Chriſt is not the perſon that other plain 


prophecies ſpoke of, if the circumſtances of 


his life and character agree with them. An 
impartial mind will,allow the real accompliſh- 
ment of certain prophecies their full wright 


of . 
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of evidence, notwithſtanding there are cer- 
tain difficulties in other paſſages which he 


cannot explain to his entire ſati faction. 


IF then there are ſome clear prophecies 
that have received their full accompliſhment 
in Chriſt, with what juſtice or ſmcerity can 
the Literal Schematiſt affirm, p. 328. that 
it doth not appear that Feſ#s or his Apoſtles - 
ever pretended to give us the literal ſenſe, 
but moſt probably always intended to give 
us the myſtical ſenſe thereof; z. e. according 
to his own interpretation, the falſe ſenſe of 
#. Whether there are any clear prophecies 
or not, this aſſertion is contrary to the whole 
courſe and tenor of ſcripture. Is there one 
paſſage in the whole New Teſtament <where 

| Chriſt, or his, Apoſtles ever ſay, that 
- ſuch and ſuch a prophecy might be myſtical- 
ly fulfilled? Ts it not ſaid abſolutely, That 

| it might be fulfilled, Then was fulfilled that 
Which was ſpoken, This is that which was 
ſpoken, &. Did not Chriſt ground the ne- 
ceſſity of his ſufferings upon that of the ſcrip- 
tures being fulfilled in him 2 Mat. xxvi. 53, 
54. Did he not begin at Moſes, and go 
| _ thro 
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L xx1) ] 
thro' the prophets, cxpounding all things in 
them concerning himſelf? Zak. xxiv. 25, 26, 
27, 46, 47. Did not St. Peter and St. Paul 
expreſsly aſſert, that Zeſus was the perſon to 


whom all the prophets gave witneſs? And 


have they given one ſingle intimation, that 
for theſe things they appealed to the my- 
ſtical, i. e. falſe ſenſe of ſcripture? If they 
had been men of common prudence they could 
not have taken a method, that would thus 
have expoſed their character and pretenſi- 
ons amongſt a nation that expetted an ap- 
peal to ſome real prophecies, and that could 
not have been convinced withour ſeeing as 
real an accompliſhment. For when the 
Scribes and Phariſees !9/d Herod that Chriſt 
ſhould be born in Bethlchem, appealing to 


that prophecy, Thou Bethlehem in the land 


of Judah, &c. I ſuppoſe they meant Beth- 


lehem literally, and not myſtically. So 


that however the fact be, whether there 
be any real prophecies or not, yet the aſ- 
ſertion of the Schematiſt is mean and falſe, 
that Chriſt and his Apoſtles always intend- 
ed to give us, not the literal but myſtical 


or falſe ſenſe of ſerous And for this 
J ap- 


[ xi) ] 
b appeal to any man of common under- 
JU" and ee Ne 


INDEED, 70 ae the words if tb 
author, p. 322. What notions of common 
morality muſt he have, who pretends to 
come from God, and declarcs that the 
ſcriptures teſtify of him, if the ſcriptures 
did not literally teſtify of him, and he him- 
ſelf, in appealing to them, wilfully appeal. 
ed to the myſtical or falſe ſenſe of them? 
What honeſty, what truth, or ſincerity, 
muſt he have,. who could begin at Moſes, 
and all the prophets, and expound unto 
his diſciples in all the ſcriptures, the things 
concerning himſelf, if neither Moſes nor 
the prophets ever ſpoke one word about 
him, and he himſelf expounded the ſcrip- 
tures in 4 falſe ſenſe? And therefore I 
conclude, from the juſt notions our bleſ- 
ſed Lord had of morality, from the known 
honeſty, truth, and ſincerity of his chara- 
fer, that when ever he appealed to ſerip- 
ture o | ogy n the Meſſias, he did 

appeal 


T xxiv J 


appeal to the literal and true ſenſe F it. 
And as there are many clear prophecies of 
him, which received their full accompliſh- 
ment in him, I conclude concerning him 
:th Peter's confe e/ſion, Thou art CHRIST 


the SON of the LIVING Gov. 


E R R A T A. 


AG. 4. l. 10. for Ezel. i. 5. r. i. 2. p. 23. & paſſm, for 

Theodofeon r. Theodotion. p. 28. 1. 18. for p. 149, 150. r. 
151, 152. p. 30. ad fin. for them r. it. p. 79. J. 15. r. outof. 
p. 116. & paſſim, for Seleuchus r. Seleucus. p. 120. I. 2. for break 
r. brake. p. 130. |. 1. for perceptable r. perceptible p. 202. I. 3. 
for Eupater r. Eupator. p. 206. 1. 11. for __ eighth. p. 207. 
I. 2. for defferent r. different. 
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VINDICATION 


25 * ON GST other prophe- 
cics FOE the Old Teſtament, 


4 ave any literal reference 
to the MESSTAH, he rec- 


kons thoſe of r Daniel and to make this the 
more clearly out, he hath taken a very ex- 
traordinary method, and begins with endea- 
vouring to prove, that they are no prophe- 
cies at all; and that the book of Danze! 
1 . A Was 


[ 2 ] 
was not written by the famous Daniel men- 
tioned by Zzekzel; and that it contains 4 


manifeſt reference to, or, rather, an hiſtory of 


things done ſeveral hundred nears after bat 


Daniel's fime. 
'Tis pity he hath not attempted the ſame 
thing, with reſpect to the writings of the 


other prophets; his learning would have e- 


qually qualified him for both, and I will venture 
to ſay he would have had equally good ſucceſs. 
However it muſt be allowed, that he hath 
ated a wiſe part in endeavouring to run 
down the authority and antiquity of Da- 
niel's book. His prophecies, if they ſhould 
happen to remain prophecies, notwithſtand- 
ing the vaſt diſplays of our author's skill in 
Criticiſm, chronology, hiſtory, &c. to prove 
the contrary, look ſo dreadfully like prophe- 
cies of a Meſſiah, as will ever lic like a dead 
weight on the cauſe of Scepticiſm and Infi- 
delity, and are ſo noble a teſtimony to the 
truth of Chriſtianity, as with all his borrowed 
learning he will never be able to overthrow. 
I doubt not but the Literal Schematiſt 
thinks his attack on Daniel very formidable, 
and, ſecure in his own ſtrength, is out of pain 
for the ſucceſs of any attempts to vindi- 

cate 
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cate his character and writings. But poſſi- 
bly his criticiſms may not be juſt, nor his 
arguments ſo very concluſive and ſtrong. 
This is what I now propoſe to examine, and 
I aflure my reader I will miſquote no au- 
thorities, take no man's criticiſms upon truſt, 
nor aſſign meanings to words that I have not 
carefully examined the ſenſe of. Strip the 


arguments of the Schematiſt of this falſe 


dreſs, and there is not a ſingle objection of 
any weight in his performance, againſt the 


author or antiquity of Daniel's book. 


O BY ECT. „ 


HAT the famous Danicl, mentioned by 
Ezekiel, could not be the author of the book 
of Daniel, ſeems plain. For Ezckiel, who 


' propheſied in the fifth year of Jehoiachim 


king of Judah, implies Daniel at that time to 
be a perſon in years. Whereas the book of 
Daniel ſpeaks of Daniel at that time, as 4 
youth, Literal Scheme, pag. 149. I deſire 
the reader would obſerve, as a ſpecimen of 
what he is to expect afterwards, the candor, or 
at leaſt the great exactneſs, of his firſt objecti- 

| | A 2 „ 


on. To prove that Ezekiels Daniel was 
older than the author of the book of Daniel, 
and that therefore he couid not be the writer 
of that book, he tells us, that Ezekzel, who 
propheſied in the fifth year of Jehoiachim's 


rcign, intimates Daniel at that time to be a 


perſon in years. Whereas the truth is, that 
Ezekiel did not propheſy at all in Zehoiachim's 
reign, but in the fifth ycar of the Captivity of 
Jehoiachin his ſon and ſucceſſor, Ezek, i. 5 
which makes a difference of ſeveral years; 
r Jehoiachim reigned 11 years, Fehoiachin 
I; and Ezekiel propheſied in the fifth of 
his captivity, So that from the fifth of Je- 
haiachim, when the Schematiſt makes E2ckie! 
to propheſy, to the fifth of the captivity of 
is lon Fehorachin, makes at leaſt the odds 
of eleven years. And if we farther conſider 
that the choice of the Jewiſh children, amongſt 
: which was Daniel, was made about the third 
of Fehoiakim, ſee Dan. i. 1. 1. e. thirteen 
ycars before E Sekiel's prophecy, we may ſafe- 


ly allow that Daniel in Ezekiel was a perſon 


of ſome years, and yet the fame youth that 


was mentioned in the book of Daniel. The 


inſtructions that N ebuchadnezzar gave to the 
maſter of his cunuchs, was to chule. out of 
the 
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| the royal family, and the children of the no- 


bility, children that were skifful in all wiſdom, 
cunning in knowledge, and underſtanding ſer- 
ence; and as had ability to ſtand in the king's 
palace; young perſons grown up to maturi- 
ty, and by their learning, good ſenſe, and 
other accompliſhments, fit for the immediate 
ſervices of the palace. If we therefore ſup- 
poſe Daniel was eighteen or twenty when 
choſen by Aſhpenas, at the time of Ezekzel's 
prophecy, which was thirteen years after, he 
muſt have been thirty one or thirty three 
years old; and having given ſuch remarkable 
proofs of his piety, and of his great skill and 
wiſdom, long before ESełiels prophecy, he 
might well be mentioned by Ezekrel, as fa- 
mous for his picty and wiſdom. For we find 
that in the ſecond ycar of Nebuchadnezzar, 
7. e. in the fourth year after Daniel's capti- 


vity, he interpreted the king's dream, was 


advanced to the government of the whole 
province of Babylon, and to be the chief of 
the wiſe men there, Dan. ii. 1, 4, 8. And as 
Ezekiel was contemporary with Daniel, and 
his fellow captive in Chaldea, he could not be 
a ſtranger either to the fame of his wiſdom, 
the height of his advancement, or his exem- 
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[SY 


plary piety ; and therefore 'tis no wonder 


that Zzekiel ſhould take particular notice of 


him. 
Our author ſeems to have imagin'd, or elſe 
his remark is impertinent, that Daniel's choice 


and fame was after Egekiel's prophecy, where- 


as nothing is more plain that twas ſeve- 


ral years before it. His quotation from 


Grotrus, to prove that Ezekzel propheſied in 
the fifth ycar of Fehoiachim, is a meer blunder ; 
for Grotius there ſays not a word of this, but 
only tells us who thoſe captives were, that 
Ezekiel was with, vis. thoſe who were car- 
ried away with 7ehozachin, or Feconias, who 
was Fehoiachim's ſon, and reigned three 
months in Jeruſalom. 


0 BN ECA . 


| ANIEL is repreſented in the book of 

Daniel, as carried captive in the Baby- 
loniſh caprivity, and living to the reign of 
Cyrus, at the courts of the kings of Babylon 
and Perſia, under whom he was for the moſt 
part a great miniſter of ſtate ; and yet the 
names of the ſeveral kings of his time are all 
miſtaken 
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[71 
miſtaken in the book of Daniel. This charge 
would I allow to be a very home one, if it did 
not happen to be abſolutely falſe. The prin- 
ces that Daniel mentions are only, Nebu— 
chadnezzar, Belſhazzar, Darius the Mede, 
and Cyrus; and of theſe, two I ſuppoſe will 
paſs for the true names, Vis. Nebuchadne g- 
Sar and Cyrus. As to the other two, our 
author hath not proved, by one argument or 
authority, that they are miſtaken in the book 
of Daniel. That author indeed doth not call 
them by the ſame names that Beroſus, Hero- 
dotus, and others do; who alſo differ amongſt 
themſelves ; the Belſhazzar mentioned in 
ſcripture, who was the laſt Babyloniſh king, 
being called by Beroſus, Nabonnedus, by Flero- 
dotus, Labynetus,and by Foſephus, Naboande- 
lus. The Schematif} muſt prove one or other 
of theſe names to be right, before he can 
prove Daniels Belſhazzar to be wrong; 
tho if he could do this, he would be far from 
gaining his point, it being probable that theſe 
princes had ſeveral names, which they took 
on them for particular reaſons. Nebuchad- 
ne g gar the king gave to Daniel the name of 
Belteſbax gar, according to the name of his 
God ; and 'tis highly e that the name 
of 


[SY 

of Belſhazzar was taken on the ſame ac- 
count. However, as Daniel lived in the Ba- 
byloniſh court, and knew the names of the 
ſeveral princes who reigned, his calling them 
by different names from what other writers 
do, who lived after him, and never were in 


thoſe courts, is a better proof that they did 


belong to them, than any thing that Beroſus 
and others ſay to the contrary. And the 
Schematiſt evidently begs the queſtion, when 


he would prove, that the famous Daniel was 


not the author of the book of Daniel; be- 
cauſe the author of that book miſtakes the 
names of the princes, and ſo could not live 


near their time; becauſe to prove him mi- 


ſtaken in their names, he muſt prove him to 
live after their times, which is the very — 
in diſpute. : 

But he objects farther, that particularly the 
Darius ſo often mentioned, is ſuppoſed, from 
the attions attributed to him, by ſome, to be 
Cyaxares II. king of Perſia; and by others to 
be Nabonidus, king of Chaldea; which mi- 
ſtakes, Daniel, who lived at the court of thoſe 
kings, cannot be ſuppoſed guilty of. What 
miſtakes ? Nor one as yet hath there been 
the ſhadow of any proof of. The learned 
Prideaux 
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CET: 
Prideaux hath, I think, demonſtrated, from 
the moſt evident circumſtances, that the Da- 


rius in Daniel could not be Nabonadins, the 


laſt Babyloniſh king, and ſhewn the weak- 


neſs of all §caliger's arguments to prove him 


ſo ; but that it was Cyaxares, uncle, and after- 
wards father-in-law, to Cyrus ; and indeed 
all that is attributed to Daniels Darius, agrees 
with the actions of Cyaxares the Mede, and 
not in the leaſt to Nabonadius; and 'tis pro- 
bable that Darius was an antient name of the 
Median kings, and therefore retained by Cy- 
axares. Darius nomen fuit regis Medorum 
« c/ari ac felicis, cujus nomen ſibi boni ominis 
% cauſa impoſuit, ortus Or ipſe ex Medis. Grot. 
ec i Dat: vi 30. 

As to the account given by Daniel of Ne- 
buchadne=zar's madneſs, if the Schematiſt 
can prove that Daniel's book was wrote or 
publiſh'd in Nebuchadneggar's time, I will 
allow him to be a very uncourtly writer. 


But the ſuppoſition it ſelf is impoſſible : for 


ſome of the events recorded in this book, 
happened ſo late as the third of Cyrus; and 
therefore, as Daniel could not have finiſhed. 
his book till the latter end of his own life, 
and the beginning of the reign of Cyrus, ſo 

B the 
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the inſerting ſuch a ſtory, at ſo great à di- 
ſtance from the time when it happened, was 
not contrary to politeneſs and good man- 
ners; and as the thing it ſelf was true, and 
an argumenr of the providence and power of 


God, the relating it was highly expedient to 


do honour to the God of 1/rae/, and neceſ- 
fary on this account to his preſerving the 
character of a faithful hiſtorian. 


OB FACT. Ih 


HAT Daniel, who. was 4a: perſon carried 
captive in the Babyloniſh captivity, can- 


not be ſuppoſed to be author of this book, 
which abounds with derivations from the 
Greck, which was a language unknown to 
the Jews, in, and for a long while after the 
captivity, and not. underſtood by them, till 
Zhe Grecian empire prevailed, and they be- 
came Hellemiged. | 


Was every word of all this true, it would 
be no objection againſt, the antiquity, and 
authority of Daniels book. But here alſo, 
as it happens almoſt every where elſe, the aſ- 

ſertion 
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ſertion it ſelf is falſe, that the book of Daniel 
abounds with derivations from the Greek. 


For all the words ſuſpeted to be of Greek 


original, are but ſeven, and I very much que- 
ſtion whether one of them can be proved to 
be derived from that language. Thus as to 
dor, Grotins doth not pretend to affirm 
that it comes from the Greek TPWTW!, but 
only ſays, An hoc ex Gracia voce mporoy ? 
J think not; for there is far from be- 
ing ſuch a ſimilitude in the words, as to 
warrant ſuch an opinion. Or if one be de- 
rived from the other, the Greek word may be 


derived from the oriental, of which we have 


an inſtance in the very next verſe 28099 macula, 
an antient Hebrew word, from whence un- 
doubtedly is derived the Greek pywwos. How- 
ever Rabbi Solomon writes, that in the Per/ick 
tongue this word ſignifies the ſame as IRY 
rulers or princes. Buxtorf. in voce. | 
As to the next word ew, it appears 
to me not to be from the Greek 5oo90;, but 
from an Hebrew root. And tho' Grotius 
upon Dan. i. 20. ſays of this word, credi- 


derim vocem eſie Græcam; yet with more 


truth he accounts it elſewhere to be of eaſtern 


derivation, 1 Mac. xii. 7. where ſpeaking 


B 2 of 


EW 


of the original of the Spartans, he ſays they 
deſcended from the Pelaſgi, whole original 
language was not Greek ; that they came 
from the countries bordering upon Arabia 
and Hria, and that by their nearneſs to the 
Greeks, they learned their language, tho' at 
the ſame time they retained ſome remains of 
their original tongue; and amongſt the words 
he mcntions of this kind, he enumerates 
FIN 0070; . Probably the word might come 
from the root qx: af7avit, becauſe theſe Per- 
ſons might be thought to be inſpired by the 
gods; or, as others think, quod crepuſculi 


tempore celum obſervarent. Or theſe Aſha- 


phim might be thoſe diviners, who gave an- 
ſwers by conſulting the entrails of beaſts ; 
for Pd, which is an antient Hebrew word 
too old to be derived from the Greek, ſig- 
nifics ſtercus. 

As to $2271 and wy, there is no affini- 
ty of ſound between the firſt and v 3 
and Grotius only ſays, Forte Græca vox eff, 
y=Copopaz to which argument 'tis enough 
to reply, forte non. As to the latter, Gro- 
bius reckons it amongſt the antient words 
retained by the Pelaſgi, 1 Mace. xii. 7. and 
whatever ſimilitude there is of ſound, be- 

tween 


Faqs] 


tween it and the Greek reræcos, there is 


none in ſenſe, the Chaldee word ſignifying 


ſubligaculum, femorale, and the Greek word 
tiara. That the Chaldee word cannot ſig- 
nify the turban, or hat, in the text, is plain, 
becauſe the next word bears that ſignifica- 
tion, unleſs we ſuppoſe Daniel's meaning 
to be, that they were bound in their coats, 
in their hats, and in their hats. Beſides, 
why is a proper Hebrew word, in another 
ſenſe, uſed by 1/azah and Jeremiah, long 
before the eu had any commerce with 
the Greeks. 

As to the remaining words op 119 
and T3920 our author hath not proved, 
and cannot prove even theſe to be of Greek 
extract, from ziSepe arTepio and gvupuvic. 
Tis much more probable, that theſe Greek 
words were derived from the caſtern. For 
nothing is more evident, than that the Greek 
Muſick was derived from the eaſtern na- 


tions, from whom the Greeks originally 


came themſelves. This appears from the ve- 
ry names many of their muſical inſtruments 
bear. Their oapCurn is from NSW: Hec 
vox eft orientis, ſays Grotius. Tobas Supwy 
en- prow. Athen. l. 4. p. 175. And in 

another 
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another place, XNpneX AUTH Flepyes TETpayops @ 
er71. . 14. p. 633. The Greek Ton from the 


Hebrew i. Nac from the Hebrew 92). S-. 


u kt R D % £vpnpress Id l. 4. p. 175. Kunpa 
from n, and therefore z:Ypa from DYVVI. 
IT is evident that the Kinnor and Cithera were 


the fame kind of inſtruments, for the LXX 
tranſlate 1135 indifferently by 13zpz Þa2Tepior. 


and Kwvpe 5 ſec Gen. iv. 21. 1 San. X. 5. 
t/a. v. 12. The ſame inſtrument is called by 
the Greeks, Kinura, Lyra, Cithera, and 
other names. Its invention was before the 
flood, as appears from the above-eited place, 
Ger. iv. 21. and was in common uſe amongſt 
the Zews. 

As to pn tis more -probudie that 
4aXteprey is derived from an Hebrew or Chal. 
gee root, than that the Cha/dee word ſhould 
come ſrom this; if one of them is derived 
from the other, which however doth not ap- 
pear. eis 4 known muſical term often 


uſed in the Palms, and very likely from its 
uſe, ſigniſies the ſame as a Ref in our mu- 
ſick ; and if I ſhould cofjecture that the 


Greek qa comes from it, the Sthematiſ/?'s 
learning and criticiſms will put me under no 
concern leaft he ſhould diſprove it. 

| And 


[15] 
And laſtly if I ſhould allow, that νονοον 
is a Greek word, our author will get no ad- 


vantage by the conceſſion. For as the Greek 


word ſignifies harmony, of concert, ſo Da- 
niels VY29D muſt ſignify an inſtrument on 
which different parts of muſick were plaid; 


and as the ſtringed inſtruments came origi- 


nally from the caſt, probably ſome Greek 
might add a greater number of ſtrings or 
chords, to give a greater compaſs or variety 
of muſick, which being called ovupwiie, and 
introduced into the Cha/dean and | Perſian 
courts, retained afterwards its Greek name. 

That the -Grecian muſical inftruments were 


of eaſtern invention is moſt evident, not only 


from their retaining many of them their ori- 


ginal eaſtern names, as I have ſhewn above, 


but from the moſt expreſs teſtimonjes. Thus 


Atheuæus, ſpeaking of the Greek muſick, ſays, 


Thais en abraten cle aplieblal, 202 daes re eh 


Tay os ppyig's x may Aue , vw) Rh 


obs Y nr Tus Enmnow ard Te, auy HA. 
; #2TEAFAY TOY is Thy TsNororrmoo qpuyws xgu 
| Aud wn, = 
mill; EM, Fraps Tyre. This be confums by 
a paſſage from Teleſtes Selinuntias. 


V SY d οπνοννe G 


Heer. 
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Ipo ro. c pc 2p Tf Ex ey QUANS 
Tro ro TIA % Aeg prices 
 Opuyior xray v 


Ta 0 oZu@wroig ru TIN av {ax 


Kpexov Abo U 8 
Athen. I. 14. p. 625, 626. 


The fame author tells us from Euphorion, 
that the ſtringed inſtruments were of very 
antient invention and uſe, p. 635. and men- 
tions ſeveral of the wind and chord kind, as 
firſt invented by the Lydians or Pheænicians, 
and other caſtern nations. 

Strabo is yet*more expreſs in this matter, 


who tells us, Aro de Ts ue x94 Tv puIuty 


gi Twy opJarwy 194 1 Weonn am Opaxia xa 
Aciæ g rerojupar This he ſays is manifeſt 
from the places where the Muſes were wor- 
ſhipped, ſuch as Pieria, Olympus, Pimpla, 
| Libethrum, which were antiently hills and 
places in Thrace, tho afterwards in poſſeſſi- 
on of the Macedonians. Thoſe alſo who 
were the inventors and patrons of muſick, 
were Thracians ; ; ſuch as Orpheus, Muſæus, 


&C. and when Aſia even to India, was made 
ſacred 


[ 17] 
facred to Bacchus, war xg Thy wmomlw 
pmovardu wrepepwor, their muſick for the grea- 
teſt part was derived from thence, Particu- 
larly the * Sea, he ſays, was by a certain 
author, call'd Arg; and another res avars 
Brexuymus x92 x94 Þevyiys. This he farther 


| ſhews from their very names. Tos opya!wy wit 


BapCapms E. r Ar wal cprourn 1 Kg 


BapEims 191 payed, xg ama Y E. And 
then he adds, Amaia 3 womep Tips 72 ame 


QiAoferavres NeTeAvor, ge Xs Mept Tos Orag. 


Toma 1p: Tw gern ð per . pe %. That 
the Athenians are not only heholden for 
theſe, and other things, to foreig gn nations, 
but even for their very gods, and ſacred 
rites. | | 

Plato al ſo intimates the * ching, and 


= introduces. Socrates as thus ſpeaking, Erro 2p 


on Me of En 63 oro fad la, * M TE xc Os UT 


_—_— 


71 BapCxpois oe, ape, T Bat a pa- 


 «Anpen. Plato in Cratyl. that the _ Greeks 


borrowed many words, from foreign nations. 


Many other paſſages might be mentioned 


to this 3 from other yaquaſtionable 
authorities. 58 N g e at 


08] 
. The Jews, who were deſcended from the a 
Caldeans, had undoubtedly their muſical inſtru- n 
ments partly from them, and partly from the b 
eAEpyptians, amongſt whom they ſojourned; © 
and from the Phenicians and Ayabians, to 0 


whom they were near neighbours. And as i 
Greece it ſelf was peopled by colonies from b 
the caſt, the Grecian muſick muſt neceſſarily i 
be of eaſtern original. This the Romans * 
honeſtly acknowledge of their muſick. * 
7 

Jam pridem Syrus in Tiberim diſurit Orontes, 11 
1 linguam & mores & cum Tibicine Chordas ; t 
h Obliquas, nec? non Gentili a Tympana ſecum i t 
—_—  ' Juovxx. Sat. iii. oF ] 

| = 

And Livy obſeryes, that after the wars with 3 1 
Antiochus Magnus, Tunc Pſaltriæ, ſambuciſ: 4 L 
triæ, & convivalia Indorum oblectamenta, ad. 4 : 
dita epulis. Lib. 39. cap. 6. The ſame thing f 
is intimated by many other of the Roman ; 
hiſtorians, who complain of the pomp and ' 
luxury that were introduced into Rome after | 


the Afatick war. g * 
But not to inſiſt on theſe things; what if 
it ſhould be allowed, that theſe three words 

: arc 


[ 19 ] 
are all of them of Greek original, yet will 
not this overthrow the antiquity of Daniel's 
book. For 'tis plain, that they are the names 
of muſical inſtruments, that were made uſe 
of in the Babylonian and Perſian courts. And 
if they were of Grecian invention, which 


| however is not probable, might they not be 


introduced into thoſe caſtern courts, and re- 
tain their Greek names, with Chaldee termi- 
nations? If Danze! had wrote his book in 
Fudea, the objection would have been of 


ſome weight. But the queſtion is not whe- 


ther the Jews underſtood the Greek language, 
but whether the Chaldeans and, Perſians did. 
For Daniel was prime miniſter in the Chal- 
dean and Perfian courts ; and therefore when 


ſpeaking of the muſical inſtruments then in 


uſe, muſt call them them by the names they 
were known by, whether they were derived 
from the Greek or Chaldee languages. And 
'tis remarkable, that there is not one word in 
all the book of Daniel, pretended to be of 
Greek extract; but in that part of it which 
is written in Chaldee, and treats moſtly of 
the Babyloniſh and Perſian affairs. 


— 


C 2 „ 
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The Schemati/t would have attempted 
ſomewhat to the purpoſe, had he endea- 
voured to prove that at this time there was 
no commerce between the Eaſtern nations 
and the Greeks. But indeed the contrary is 
evident enough. For by their learning, and 
great men, the Greeks had render'd them- 
ſelves famous amongſt the nations of Aja. 
Erotius tells us, Fam ante Nebuchadonoſori, 
tempora celebris erat Thaletis & aliorum qui 
cop dicti ſunt fama. Vid. Grot. in Dan. i. 
20. And in another place. Dan. iii. 5. Jam 
ante Daniclem magnæ & c/Holum & lonum 
coloniæ in Aſiam deductæ Grecas voces illis 
in locis ſparſcrant. Herodot us tells us, that 
the Greek gogo flocked to the court of 
Cræſus, at Sardis, before his wars with Cyrus. 
Amuwortai es Exg0y arpalums mT 4) 
72 ot , £% TG EM Abs ouptzes, o T#TOY Toy 
%2v9v ETY YAVEY EOVTEG. K In xa. ZoAwv are 
Aba i. Lib. I. c. 20. The Babylonians 
and Lydians were neighbouring nations, and 
neither of them unknown to the Grecians. 
For as before the wars with Cyrus, they were 
at the court of Cræſus, ſo before this, they 
had learnt their skill in geometry from the 


Babylonians. 
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Babylonians. Ho Ao Le e, EA Y ỹY 
Nc mt / wzra Ape rus n Taps Ba Eu- 


Aοονν eual ED. Herod. lib. II. c. 109. 
The ſame author tells us, that almoſt all the 


names of the gods came from Agypt into 
| Greece, and that the Grecians borrowed their 
religious rites and cuſtoms from the e_Zg yp- 


trans, Lib. II. c. 50, 51. This is proof 
enough of the intercourſe that the Execians 


maintained with the caſtern nations, to whom 
they were beholden for their muſick, reli- 
gion, and gods. Hrabo alſo ſays, Tursen & 
ois LTregoc& evo o ewig 7 mov Bape apwr 
ö Txpa Tus ED. That the Perſians Were 


beſt known of all foreign Nations to the 
Greeks. Homer alſo makes mention of the 
T henicians and & donians. 


Tioͤdyeg ToAvOa frac ev noKnoav 
®oyines J d V sg £7" negos ide ναν . 


Iliad. F. v. 743, 744. 


And frequently of the e Zigyprians, . 


IIeu io. Alon euęgeτνο noueda* 
Tyne Ger Al) raps va; Hh ˖ig. 
Odyſ. x 257, 258. 
Theſe 


[ 22 1 | 

Theſe teſtimonies are abundant proof that the 

Greeks were very carly. acquainted with the 

eAigypiians, Phenicians, Babylenians, * Per- 
fans, and other nations. | i 
- Upon the whole therefore I leave the ward. | 
to judge of the conduct of the Schematiſt, who 1 
thus roundly afficms, without offering any proof , 
for his aſſertion, that the book of Daniel 
aluunas with derivations from the Greek; 
and would adyiſe him for his own eredit, 
whenever he writes about Hebrew or Greek 
words, to underſtand ſomething of them him- 
1 ſelf, and not to truſt implicitly the ſecond 
learning of any author whatſoever. The 
impartial part of mankind will not entertain 
the moſt favourable opinion of 2 writer, that 
is confident in matters he doth not under- 8 5 
ſtand, but will be apt to ſay, Non hanc im- 4 | 
prudentiam, aut caſum, ſed inertiam, negligen- | 
tiam, fatuitatem nominari oportere. Cicer. 

de Invent. 5 


of 


* 5 


[33] 


_— F doth not appear, that the book my Da. 

1 niel was tranſlated into Greek, when the 
9 ot her books of the Old Teſtament were, which 
ere attributed to the LXX ; the preſent Gteek 
3 verſion, inſerted in the LA, being talen 
> from Theodoſion's tranſlation of the Old 
4 Te ſtament made in the ſecond century of Chriſt. 


* To which 1 anſwer, that if this omiſſion 
d proves any thing, it will only prove, that it 
E 3 *ſhould ſeem thar the book of Daniel was not 
n of that account with the Jews, as the other 


48 | books of the prophets were, to allow this 
an © objection the moſt that can be made 
of it; not that this book is not as an- 
| I tient as it is pretended to be, which is the 
--} 3 the point in queſtion. The book might 
*% | extant, tho' there might be proper reaſons fot 

| | not tranſlating it into Greek. This Gen- 
3 tleman himſelf hath obſerved from Maimon- 
2 p. 153. Inanimo conſenſu gens noſtra re- 
4 . rulit librum Danielis inter Libros Hagiographos, 
* non vero propheticos. And from Reland he 
2 remarks 


[ 24 ] | 
remarks, Danielem vulgo Fudæi numero pro. 
phetarum eximunt, non quia nimis clare 
tempus adventus Meſliz predixit, nti multi 
putant, ſed quia revelationem a Deo 22 7 fac- 
tam, ſomnium vocant. 
It is well known that the Jews divided their 


holy Scriptures into three parts. /r MMN._ 


]]. The lau, the , prophets, and 
thoſe other books of the Old Teſtament, 
which are called Hagiographi; to which. di- 
viſion our Saviour ſeems to refer, Luk, xxiv. 
44. Under this laſt. diviſion, are. contained 
the book of Pſalms, Proverbs, Fob, Daniel, 


£Eſaras 7 Nehemiah, Chronicles, Solomon's 
Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Eccleſiaſtes, and 


Heſter. From hence tis evident, that they did 
not make this diviſion, becauſe they doubted 


of the antiquity or authority of theſe books; 


ſeveral of them being unqueſtionably of the 
greateſt antiquity, and confeſſedly written un- 
der divine inſpiration. Grotius, in his Pre- 
Face to his Comment on Iſaiab, tells us, Da- 
videm Hebræi Prophetis non aſcribunt, non 
magis quam Danielem, non quod non multa ex- 
ama predixerint, ſed quia vitæ genus prophe- 
ticum non Seiavantur 3 ſed alter rex erat, 

alter 


it! 


[25] 


alter Satrapa. And as to Daniel in particu- 


lar, Dr. Prideaux obſerves, Vol. I. p. 163. 
from Maimonides, and Kimchi, That altho 
he had divine revelations delivered to him, 


yet it was not in the prophetick way, but by 


dreams and viſions of the night, which they 
reckon to be the moſt imperfect manner of re- 


Vvelation, and below the prophetick, And I 
may add with reſpect to Daniel, that tis no 


Wonder that the Jews ſhould not have the 


- 


ſame high opinion of him, as they have of 


their other prophets, out of their averfion to 


| Chriſtianity, he having ſo expreſſly fixed the 


time of the Meſſiah's coming 
that he ſhould be aQually cut _ This is ſuch 
an argument of the truth of Chriſtianity, that 


they can never gct over, 


and declared 


but either by 


denying the antiquity or authority of the 
book, or by making other ungrounded ridi- 


culous ſuppoſitions, that need no refutation. 


But after all, I take the objection it ſelf, 


its not being tranſlated into Greek, when 
the other books were, which are attributed 
to the LAX, to be of no weight; becauſe it 


doth not appear, that the Old Teftament was 


cuver at once tranſlated into Greek. Ariſteas 


5 1 
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his account is undoubtedly a forgery, and 


deſerves not the leaſt credit. Or if it be of 
any weight, he ſpeaks himſelf of the tranſla- 
tion of the /aw only, without the leaſt inti- 


mation of any thing farther. And Joſephus 


expreſily declares, Proem. F. 3. v9: ya? 
TATozy He. epbe AzSuy Thv avaſozen, am 
aCuTL ,uα TA Ts vious TApeIvozv 0. mepr e 
em Tiw eEZnſnav ug n AN ua, The 
interpreters that went into Alexandria, 
did not tranſlate all the ſcriptures, but the 
law only. And the ſame he ſays again in 
his ſecond book againſt Appion, F. 4. And 
indeed this is evident enough from the verſi- 
on it ſelf, that it was not all made by the 
ſame perſons, or at the ſame time ; for the 
ſtyle is not only different, but the ſame words 
have often times a different, and ſometimes 
a quite contrary interpretation. No argu- 
ment therefore can be drawn againſt the an- 
tiquity of the book of Daniel, from its not 
being tranſlated into Greek, when the other 
books were, which are attributed to the LXX, 
| becauſe they only tranſlated the law, and no 
other books of the Old Teſtament. How- 
ever, that there was an antient verſion of 


Daniel 


wy 
Daniel, ſeems evident. Juſtin Martyr, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, Euſebius Prep. l. 1. Irenæ- 
4s, and almoſt all the antient chriſtian writers 


" affirm, that the whole Old Teſtament was 


tranſlated by the LXX ; and tho' this will not 


prove the tranſlation to have been made by 


them, yet it abundantly proves there was an 
entire verſion of the Old Teſtament extant 
neither is there any ſingle evidence to the 
contrary. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theo- 
doſion, tranſlated Daniel as well as the other 
books of the Old Teſtament. And as they 
made their tranſlations, becauſe of the cor- 
ruptions of that, aſcribed to the LXX, tis 
probable they would have tranſlatgd no other 
books than what were before tranſlated, and 


eſteemed by Jews and Chriſtians authentick ; 
or at leaſt that if the tranſlation of Daniel 
had been entirely new, that Origen in his fa- 
mous edition of the Bible, and Ferom, would 
have taken particular notice of it. Indeed 
 Zerom plainly enough intimates the contrary, 
that there was an anticnt verſion of Daniel 
| extant, Pref. in Dan. For after having 


ſaid, Danielem prophetam juxta LM inter- 


pretes, domini ſalvatoris eccleſæ non legunt, 


D 2 ntentes 
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ntentes Theodoſionis editione, he adds, Et 
hoc cur acciderit neſcio — ſive ſub nomine 
eorum, ab alio neſcio quo, non ſatis Chaldæam 
linguam ſciente, editus eft liber, Hoc 


unum affirmare poſſum, quod multum a veri- 


tate diſcordet, & recto judicio repudiatus ſit. 
'Tis evident that Jerom, in this paſſage, ſup- 
poles there was a Greek verſion of Daniel; 
and that it muſt have been an antient one is 
plain, becauſe it was added to the Verſion 
ſuppoſed to be made by the LXX, and uſher- 
ed, as he imagines, into the world under 


their authority, and name. And the true 


reaſon why Theodoſcon's tranſlation of Daniel 
| was read in the chriſtian church was, becauſe 
twas better than any before extant. 


DB 7 BGI V. 


HE next objection is of a very extraor- 
dinary kind, p. 149, 150. and nothing 
more than a plain begging the queſtion, vir. 
That divers matters of fact are ſpoken of in 
the book of Daniel, in the way of prophecy, 
with the clearneſs of Hiſtory 


which clear- 


neſs 


2 2 


121 . 


wy 


[ 29 ] 
neſs made Porphyry thinks, Daniel's books to be 
written about the time of Antiochus Epipha- 
nes, as the nature of things would determine 
any one to do, in reſpect to ſuch clear prophe- 
cies, the exiſtence whereof, before the event 
referred to by them, had no proof. Here he 


quotes Grotius in commendation of Porphy- 
ry's judgment, and I wiſh he had quoted at 


large the whole paſſage: Since he hath not 
thought fit to do it, and there is a very re- 


markable paſſage in Grotzus, concerning Por- 


phyry's judgment, I ſhall quote it for his cor- 


rection, and the reader's edification. After 
he hath mentioned Porphyry's judgment, that 


Daniel's book was written after the events 


recorded in it, he adds, Quod quam ſit impu- 


dens alibi oſtendimus. The very ſuppoſition 
was an argument of his incorrigible impu— 
dence. But not to apply and inſiſt on this, tho 
tis not fair to quote paſſages from authors by 
halves, I would obſerve, that the queſtion 
is, whether Daniel's book, which contains 
ſuch and ſuch paſſages, was written by Da- 
niet. Our author, to prove that it was not, 
argues, it could not; becauſe it contains theſe: 
paſſages in diſpute : i. e. Daniels book of pro- 

N N phecies 
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phecies could not be written by Daniel, be- 


cauſe it contains Daniel's prophecies. 
is a very curious method of proceeding. 


This 


he would have acted the part of a fair and 
reaſonable adverſary, he ſhould have proved 
prophecy an impoſſible thing; either that there 
is no God ; or that if there is, he doth not con- 
cern himſelf about the affairs of nations and 


| kingdoms ; or that if he doth, he knows no- 


thing before it comes to paſs; or that he hath 
no wiſe purpoles to anſwer by over-ruling 
the affairs of the world, and executing the 
purpoſes of his own good pleaſure ; or that 
if he hath, he cannot diſcover theſe purpoſes 
to men; or that if he could, there is no wiſe 
and kind purpoſe to be anſwered by ſuch a 
revelation ; or that if there is, thoſe to whom 
he vouchſafes a revelation cannot diſcover it 


to others. 


Till he can prove the abſurdity 


of theſe things, I ſhall be credulous enough 
to believe there is a God, the maker and 
governor of the world, a wiſe intelligent 


being, that over-rules all things according to 


the purpoſes of his own wiſdom and good- 


nels. 


And this perſwaſion will fally con- 


vince me of the poſlibility of prophecy, as J 


can eaſily diſcern the neceſſity and uſe of 
them, 


It 


317 
This whole fifth objection ought therefore 
to paſs only as an argument, that our author is 
in the infidel ſcheme of Porphyry, quod quam 
impudens fit, ſaith Grotius, alibi oſtendimus; 
but is no proof that Daniel's book hath 
no prophecies, z. e. was written after the 


events ſaid to be propheſied of. If prophe- 


cies are poſſible, Daniel might be favoured 
with pro phetick revelations as well as any 


other, and theſe prophecies may be clearer or 


obſcurer accord ing to the pleaſure of him 
that reveals them, and the ends for which 
ſuch prophecies are deſigned. And therefore 
the clearneſs of Daniel's prophecies is no 
proof that his writings were not truly pro- 
phetical, or that, in our author's words, he is 
like the author of the ſecond book of apocry- 
phal Eſdras, who appears acquainied with 
things done after the times of Jeſus ; and who 
tho he perſonates Eſdras, and writes of things 
in the way of prophecy, yet his work is ſup- 
poſed to have been wrote after the things ſpob- 
en of in the way of prophecy came to paſs. 
The plain language of this is, that the author 
of the book of Daniel is an apocryphal wri- 
ter; and he meanly ſuppoſes, without any 

ſolid 


= Tomy 

| ſolid proof, or one ſingle antient unprojudi- 
ced writer to ſupport him, that his prophecies 
are all relations of paſt events, and that be- 


cauſe his prophecies are clear. i. e. his pro- 


phecies are not prophecies, becauſe clear pro- 
phecies. This is ſuch a ſcandalous begging the 
queſtion, as any impartial reader muſt diſcern, 
and diſcern with indignation and contempt. 


To have proved Daniel's book apocryphal, 


like the ſecond book of apocryphal Eſdras, 
he ought to have fixed the preciſe time when 
the true writer of Daniel lived; to have 


pointed out the ſeveral marks that prove the 


ſaid book of Eſdras to be written after the 
events he ſpeaks of, and to have ſhewn the 
ſame, or like evident marks, in the book of 
Daniel. Here indced his proofs ought to 
have becn peculiarly ſtrong, becauſe the di- 
ſpute is about a prophet, and a book contain- 
ing ſeveral ſuppoſed prophecies : but our 
Schematiſt hath taken a very eaſy and plea- 
ſant method, and proves that Daniel's book 
was written after the things he prophecies of, 
becauſe his prophecies are ſo clear ; and becauſe 


he ſeems like the author of the ſecond book of 


epocryphal Eſdras, who tho he perſonates 
| Eſdras, 


a oo HJ xx tid 
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Eſdras, and writes of things in the way of 
prophecy, yet his work is ſuppoſed to have 
been wrote after the things ſpoken of, in the 
way of prophecy, came to paſs. Such kind 
of arguments there is no reſiſting. 

But to do juſtice to Daniel, and the other 
prophets, I would farther obſerve, that Da- 


 niel's relation of things, down to the death of 


Antiochus Epiphanes, is not more clear and 
expreſs, than many predictions of the other 
prophets, that were before him. Many of 
Iſaiab's prophecies are delivered in the plain- 
eſt terms, without any ambiguity or darkneſs. 
Such are the prophecies of the deſtruction of 


_ Jenacharib's army, and his owh death, 1/2. 


xxxvii. The deſtruction of Feruſalem by the 
Chaldzans, and the captivity of the Jews, 
forctold in the time of Hezekiah, 1a. xxxix. 
The reign of Cyras, and the deliverance of 
the Jews under him, Ia. xlv. The deſtruction 
of Babylon, by the Medes and Elamites un- 


der Cyrus, and the countries being turned 


into a poſſeſion for the bitterns, and pools of 
water, Iſa. xxi. 2, xiv. 23. that in one day 
they ſhould be puniſhed with loſs of children 


and widowhood, I/. xlvii. 9. which came to 


paſs in the laſt ſiege of it by Darius, when 
| E „ 


[ 34 ] . 
the inhabitants of Babylon ſlew their own 
children and wives, that they might be able 


to hold out a longer ſiege. That the time 


of its diſtreſs ſnould be upon the accompliſh- 
ment of 7adah's captivity, and that it ſhould 
be made a perpetual deſolation, and cover- 
ed with a multitude of waters, Jer. xxv. 12. 
li. 42. The ruin of its idols, and pillage 
of its temples, 1/2. xxi. 9. Fer. li. 44, 47, 
52, accompliſhed by Xerxes. The deſtruQi- 
on of Tyre, Iſa. xxiii. Ezek. xxvi, xxvii, 
xxviii, chapters, fulfilled by Nebuchadnc gar, 
and Alexander the great, with many others 
that might be mentioned. In a word, the 
four books of the prophets, from T/aiah to 
the laſt of them, are full of the plaineſt pre- 
ditions, and abound with prophecies ex- 
preſſed with greater clearneſs than the very 
cleareſt of Daniel's can ever be pretended 
to be. So that the inſinuation it ſelf is falſe, 
that Daniel's prophecies are written with pe- 
culiar clearneſs, and it may rather be ſaid of 
other prophets, that their predictions are de- 


livered with the clearneſs of hiſtory. As to 


theſe, I ſuppoſe alſo, our impartial author 
will make the ſame ſuppoſition, that they 
were written after the event; a ſuppoſition 
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that all candid and impartial readers will 


deſpiſe. 


But before I diſmiſs this objection, I can- 
not but take notice of a paſſage, which as 
it ſtands, is neither ſenſe nor Engliſh: Which 
clearneſs made Porphyry thinks Daniel's books 


to be written about the times of Antiochus 


Epiphancs, as the nature of things would de- 
termine any one to do, in reſpect to ſuch clear 
prophecies, the exiſtence whereof, before the 
event referred to by them, had no proof. 1 
will not inſiſt on ſo ſmall a matter, as how 
Porphyry was made thinks. His thinks 
was an argument of his impudence. Tis 
the latter part of the ſentence Þam at a loſs 
about the meaning of, when he tells us, that 
the nature of things would determine any 
one to do, in reſpect to clear prophecies, 
the exiſtence whereof, before the event re- 


ferred to by them, had no proof. If by the 


exiſtence whereof, he means the exiſtence of 
which prophecies had no proof, the aflerti- 
on is not true; there having been many 


prophecies exiſting, z. e. delivered, before 


the events referred to by them; yea, there 
are ſuch proofs of the exiſtence of Daniel's 


prophecies, before the events ſpoken of came 
E 2 to 


1 
to paſs, which he is not able to overthrow, 


If he means, that the reaſon of things would 
determine us to judge all clear prophecies 


made after the event, becauſe there can be 


no proof of the exiſtence of the things re- 
ferred to, before the event it ſelf happens, 
or the things propheſied of come to pals, 
this will be an objection of ſome weight; 
but as tis unſupported by him, needs not 
here any reply. 

I ſhall only obſeive, that as certain 
future events depend on the wiſe and 
powerful determination and direction of the 
ſupreme cauſe, there may be a real certainty 
that ſuch events ſhall exiſt, long before they 
come to paſs. For if God knows the pur- 
poſes of his own will, he may make ſome 
of them, more or leſs, known to men. If 
for inſtance, it was the purpoſe of God to 
ſuffer a certain prince, at ſuch a ſeaſon, to vex 


and oppreſs the Jewiſh nation, he might give 
ſome intimation of this matter to that peo- 


ple for certain wiſe purpoſes. And after 
ſuch an intimation that event would be cer” 


tain, tho' the prediction ſhould be many 


years before the exiſtence of that event. 


And I think tis not very difficult to point 


out 
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out the wiſe reaſon why the perſecution 
under Antiochus was foretold; viz. to keep 
the Jews from utter diſpair under that ſeyere 
ſcourge, and to excite them to a more vigo- 
rous uſe of the proper means for their reco- 


very and ſafety ; ſince the ſame prophecy. 


that foretold their diſtreſs, foretold alſo their 


_ deliverance, and the actual coming of the 


expected Meſſiah. So that when their affairs 
ſeemed moſt deſperate, by the prophanation 
of the altar and temple, and the reſolution 


of Antiochus to reduce the Fews to the 


worſhip of the Grecian gods, or to extir- 
pate their nation; they had yet ſome ground 


for hope, and a certain proſpe& of future 


deliverance, The reader will obſerve, that 
I have, in this argument, procceded upon the 
ſuppoſition of the exiftence of a God: as 


the Schematiſt hath not yet attacked this 


principle, I ought in juſtice to take his belief 
of it for granted. But I proceed. 


OBFECT. 


EC 
OBJECT. VL 


ANIEL is omitted amongſt the pro- 
phets, recited in Eccleſiaſticus, where 

it ſeems proper to have mentioned him as 4 
Fewiſh prophet-author, had the book under 
his name been. received as a canonical book by 
the Jews, when Eccleſiaſticus was publiſhed, 
which is ſaid to be in 132 before Chriſt. 
I anſwer, that it may ſeem perhaps proper 
to our Schematiſ?, that the Author of Eccle- 
fiaſticus ſhould have mentioned him as a Jew- 
ih prophet- author; and I ſhould have been 
of his mind, had that author been giving an 
exact catalogue of the Jewiſh canonical wri- 
ters. But the contrary to this is evident. In 
the forty fourth chapter he gives us an ac- 
count of what ſort of perſons he intended 
to praiſe, famous men and our fathers that 
begat us, ver. 1. ſuch by whom the lord 
wrought great power ; ſuch as did bear rule 
in their kingdoms, declaring prophecies, and 
leaders of the people by their counſels; ſuch 
whole ſeed ſhould remain for ever, and with 
whoſe ſeed ſhould continually remain a good 
| inheri- 
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inheritance. And accordingly he mentions 
ſeveral famous men recorded in the Jewiſh 
writings, without any order of time, or re- 
gard to their being Jewiſh prophets- authors; 
ſuch as Noah, Aaron, Phineas, Caleb, and 
others, who are never pretended to be in- 
ſpired writers; and, on the other hand, he hath 
omitted Job, Daniel, Eſdras,* and others, 
who cither were allowed to be inſpired wri- 
ters, or who, tho' famous in their time, did 
not come within his general deſign and in- 
tention; and when he mentions Jeremiah 
and Ezekzel, he omits 1/aiah, and only 
ſpeaks of him by the bye in the commenda. 
tion of Ezekias. 

'Tis not, I think, very difficult to aſſign a a 
probable reaſon of his omitting to mention 
Daniel, tho a prophet, and a prophet au- 
thor, viz. becauſe Daniel's character was in 
moſt reſpects different from thoſe he inten- 
ded to celebrate. He ſeems to have been 
an eunuch, made ſo upon his being carried 
captive, and therefore he had 20 memorial, 
viz. of ſeed, with whom was to remain 4 
good inheritance. Tho' he was a prophet, 
yet was it not in the Jewiſh kingdom, nor 
d id he by his prophecies or councils lead the 

ye 
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people as the other prophets did; and as he 
was a miniſter of ſtate only to the Babyloni- 


an and Perſian kings, it was not ſo proper 
to mention him amongſt thoſe other wor- 


thies, by whoſe miniſtry the Lord delivered 
his people Iſrael, and directed them which 
went right. 
But now on the other hand, 3 old 
Mattathias was encouraging his ſons to be 
zealous for the law, and to hazard their 
lives for the covenant of their fathers, and 
ſets before them ſignal inſtances of the won- 
derful preſervation God had afforded to thoſe 
who maintained their innocency, and put 
their truſt in him, Daniel could not well 
be omitted, ſuppoſing the hiſtory of him in 
the book of Daniel was true; and therefore 
the good old man particularly mentions him, 
as the laſt inſtance of this kind on record in 
their ſacred writings, 

So that no argument can be gathered from 
Daniel's not being mentioned by the author 
of Eccleſiaſticus; the character given of him 


by Mattathias, and his being mentioned by 


Ezekiel long before, is proof enough of his 
antiquity, and needs not the confirmation of 


the other writer. And the Schemariſe may 


28 
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as Well inferr, that there were no other 


prophet- writers, or great men, amongſt the 


Jews, beſides thoſe mentioned in Ecclef aſti- 
cus, becauſe he hath not named them, as that 
Daniel was no prophet writer, becauſe not 
mentioned amongſt the worthies of that au- 


thor. Indced theſe negative arguments prove 


nothing, unleſs the true reaſons of theſe 
omiſſions can be pointed out by him that 
urges them. 

As to Mr. Whiſton's ſuſpicions, I will not 


be at all anſwerable for them: I ſee no reaſon 
to think that the Jews have eraſed Daniels 


name out of the catalogue, or dropped a clauſe 


in the book of Eccleſiaſticus, with a view of 


diminiſhing the credit of Daniel, as not wor- 
thy the name of a prophet. For, as hath 
been already ſaid, the writer of that book 


doth not appear to have the leaſt view of re- 


counting the authors of the Jewiſh canon; 
for the canon of ſcripture is not once men- 
tioned, nor the authors of ſeveral of the 


| | books of the Old Teſtament ſo much as 


named, any more than the books them- 
ſelyes. | 
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1 E N A TH AN, who {as before 2 


ſius, is ſuppoſed to have made the Chal- | 
ace paraphraſes, we now have on the | 
books of the prophets, has omitted Daniel; | 
from whence it ſhould ſeem the book of b. 
niel was not of that account with the eus, 1 


as the other books of the prophets were. This 
may be allowed, tho' the omiſſion of the 
Chaldee paraphraſt doth not prove it. But 
what will this prove againſt the antiquity of 
the book itſelf? It might be an anticnt book, 
and of the famous Daniel's writing, if Jo- 
nat han did not eſteem it, or could not un- 
derſtand , or would not tranſlate it. But 
tis probable, that there was an ancient Tar- 
gum on this book, nor is it any argument to 
the contrary, that we have none now: Cx- 
tant. For,” as Dr. Prideaux obſerves from 
Leuſden, it was long ſuppoſed, that there 
were no Targums on the #29 books of Chro- 
nicles, becauſe none ſuch were known, till! 
they were lately publiſhed at Ausburg in 4 
Germany, A. D. 1680. & 1683. The para- 
phraſe 
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phraſe on Daniel may hereafter alſo come 


to light. 5 
But if there never was any Targum on this 


book, a very good reaſon may be aſſigned 


for it. The other books of the Old Teſtament 
had Chaldee paraphraſes, or verſions, for the 
uſe of the Fews, who had loſt the know- 
ledge of the original Hebrew, by their ſc- 
venty years captivity in Chaldea. But as the 
greateſt part of the book of Daniel is written 
in the Chaldee language, the Fews needed 
not a Chaldee paraphraſe to. underſtand it. 
Indeed the omiſſion of a Commentator, Tar- 


gumiſt, or Tranſlator, if ſuch an omiſſion can 


be proved, may be accounted for by many 
other reaſons, than the ſuppoſition that the 
books not paraphraſed or tranſlated were not 
extant in their times; a ſuppoſition that 
ought never to take place, but where it can 


be ſupported by the ſtrongeſt probabilities and 


arguments. 


1 OBJECT. 
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Te AT part of Dales 3 is ritten « 


in Chaldee, is near the ſtyle of the old ec 
Chaldce paraphraſes, which being compoſed B 
many hundred years after Daniel's time, muſt |, 
have a very different ſtyle, from that uſed ©, 
in his time ; - and therefore that part could 20 
not be written at a time very remote from x 
the date of the eldeſt of thoſe Chaldee para ce 
phraſes. And on this head he cites Pri: ce 
deaux, and bilhop Kidder, with what ſin— ce 
cerity and honeſty I ſhall leave my reader to 
judge. Dr. Prideaux, Vol. ii. p. 535. ſays, 
c That part of Daniel and Ezra which is 5 
in Chalaee, is the trueſt ſtandard, whereby t. 


* to try the purity of the Chaldee language. 1 x] 
“ For this language, as well as all others, x 7 
& being in a conſtant flux, and in every 
ee age deviating from what it was in the 
te former; it follows from hence, that the 
* farther any Chaldee writing doth in its 
* ſtyle differ from that antient ſtandard, 
* the later certainly it is; and the nearer 
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« jt comes to it, we may as certainly con- 
M clude, the antienter it is. But no Chal- 
6e gee writing now extant coming nearer to 
<« the ſtyle of what is written in that lan- 
« guage by Daniel and Ezra, than the Tar- 
« pum of Onkelos; this, to me, proves his Tar- 
« gum, of all others, to be the moſt antient. 
Biſhop Kidder, Pref. to the 3d Vol. of 
his Demonſtration, ſays to the ſame purpoſe. 
He endeayours to prove that Jonathan Tar- 


gum on the Pentateuch is not ſo old as 


« that of Onkelos, 1. From the ſtyle; that 
« of Onkelos is biblical and terſe ; it comes 
ce near to that part of Daniel, which is writ- 
ce ten in the Chaldee language.“ 

It is evident that both theſe great men ſuppoſe 
the antiquity of Daniels Chaldee, and look 
on it as the ſtandard of all other Chaldee ; and 
that becauſe Ozkelos comes near to it, therefore 
they infer his Targum to be the moſt antient. 
The impartial author of the Literal Scheme 
ſays, and quotes Prideaux and Kidder as his 


' vouchers, that Daniel's Chaldee is near the 


ſtyle of the Chaldee paraphraſes. Let every 
man judge of a writer that can make ſuch 
an apparently falſe quotation, Again Pri- 

= deaux 
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deaux and Kidder prove that Onkelos is the 
oldeſt paraphraſe, becauſe it agrees with the 


ſtandard Chaldee of Daniel; our author, that 


Daniel is not much older than theſe para- 


phraſes, becauſe it is written near the ſtyle 
of them. Such a conduct needs no animad- 
verſion, ſuch an argument no reply. The 
truth is, that the Chaldee of Daniel being 
the ſtandard of that language, and the He- 
brew of Daniel written with the exactneſs, 
and in the ſtyle of other Hebrew writcrs, 
proves the antiquity of his book, and that 
it was written at the time when Daniel 
lived. | 
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TH E Fews were great compoſers of books 

under the names of their renowned pro- 
phets, to do themſelves honour, and particu- 
larly under the name of Daniel and the 


book of Daniel ſeems compoſed to do honour to 
the Fews in the perſon of Daniel, m mating 
@ Few ſuperiour to the Chaldeans, magicians, 
aſtrologers, and wiſe men of Babylon. Every 
_ - Leader 
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Ge reader muſt certainly be conviced by ſuch l 
e ſtrong and nervous arguments. The point is 9 
't _ to prove Daniel's book a compoſition later 1 
* than the time of the famous Daniel, and i 
e made about the time of Onłelos his Targum. } 
J. And the Schematiſt's argument ftands thus: fl 
c The Jews were compoſers of books under i 
g ; the names of their prophets, to do them- il 
ſelves honour; therefore the book of Da- 1 
8 : niet ſeems compolcd to do honour to the | 
s, 3 Jews. What then? How doth this prove 

it ir written after Daniels time? Why might 

„ not ſome Few in the captivity, or a little 


aftcr it, compoſe it to do honour to the 
Jews? Or by what rules of Logick doth it fol- 
low, that becauſe they compoſed fome books 
under Daniel's name, that therefore the only 
genuine book that Daniel ever wrought, was 
compoſed by the Jews after him? The Sche- 
sS _ matiſt ſhould firſt prove the book of Danze! 
not to be antient and genuine, and then, his 
Seemings would appcar with a much better 
grace; whereas now they are meer viſiona- 
ry and dreaming. Or if this cunning con- 
jecture about the compoſition of Daniel's | 
book proves any thing, it will prove that | 
none of the writings of the Jews were com- 
| poſed 


480 


poſed by thoſe perſons whoſe names they 


bear, which I would feign have this ſeemmg 


writer attempt to ſhew, as what would be 


of mighty ſervice to the cauſe of — 


and ſcepticiſm. _ 

But methinks the Schematiſt hath furniſhed 
us with an argument, that ſeems to prove 
his whole conjecture to be wrong. The 
Jews were great compolers of books to do 


themſelves honour, and particularly under 


the name of Daniel. Now there can be but 
one poſſible reaſon aſſigned for this, vis. 
the high opinion they had of Daniel, as a 
really inſpired prophet and writer, and that by 
prefixing his name to their own compoſitions, 
they might gain the greater credit and authority 
to them. The compoſers of the ſong of the 
three children, and of the hiſtories of Suſan- 


nah and the elders, and of Bell and the Dra- 


gon, who ever they were, took Daniel for a 
prophet - author, and to be as antient as the 
author of Daniel's book makes him to be. 
For they inſerted the ſong of the three chil- 
dren into the d chapter of Daniel's book, 
after ver. 33. prefixing the hiſtory of Su- 
ſannah to the beginning, and adding the hi- 
ſtory of Bel and the Dragon to the end of 
it ; 


. 
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it; and affett the feveral things thoſe three 


Pieces contain, to happen under the reigns 
of Nebuchadnezzar and Cyrus. Upon this 
very account Porphyry objected againſt the 
antiquity of Daniel's book, and affirmed 
it to be the comment of ſome Helleniſti- 
cal Jew, from the alluſion there is in the 
hiſtory of Suſannah, to the Greek words TXITas 
and vit, imagining it to be a part of 
Daniel's hiſtory; Which objection Euſebius 
and Apollinarius juſtly anſwered, by ſaying, 

this hiſtory was not in the Hebrew copics of 
Daniel's book, but a ſpurious. compoſition 
of one Abacuc of the tribe of Levi; and 
therefore Ferom himſelf marked theſe fables 
with an + in his verſion of the book of 
Daniel. Vid. Hieron. Proem. in Dan. So 
that theſe compoſitions under the name of 
Daniel, and as added to his book, are ſo far 
from proving it to be a like ſpurious compo- 
ſition, that it proves the contrary, vis. that 
the Jews eſteemed Daniel to be a real pro- 


phet, and the book of Daniel to be genuine | 


and antient. 
Farther, whereas the Sebemati t aſſerts, 


; that the book of Daniel ſeems compoſed to do 


Honour fo the Jews; this! isfalfe and injurious, 
LT There 
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L. 30. 
There is not one paſſage in the whole book 
that appears to have this view. Daniel in 


the oth chapter very freely confeſſes of the 


Jewiſh nation, that they had been a very 
wicked and rebellious people, in the moſt 
aggravated and moving terms, and the au- 


thor of that book ſeems to have no other 


view, but to do honour to the God of I/ 
rael, by relating ſuch things as abundantly 
proved, that he could perform thoſe mighty 


wonders, explain thoſe dark matters, and 


foretel thoſe future events, by dreams and 
other ways, which the falſe gods of the Chal. 
deans could never do. And therefore Daniel 
conſtantly aſcribes all his predictions, not to 
himſelf, but to that God whom he ſerved 
and truſted in. 

And to conclude, his ſaying that he book 


of Daniel ſeems compoſed to do honour to the | 


Jews in the perſon of Daniel, but ill agrees 
with one of his former obſervations, p. 153. 
viz. it ſhould ſeem, the book of Danicl DD 
not of that account with the Jews, as the 
other books of the prophets were : for it ſeems 
very ſtrange that the book of Daniel ſhould 
ſeem to be compoſed to do honour. ro the 


Jews, and that It ſhould feem at the ſame time 
that 
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that the Jews ſhould not make much account 
of a book, which t ſeems was written for 


their reputation and credit, 


OFF ECT 


T 


divers of the events, that he ſeems to pro- 
pheſy of. For having explained, in effett, the 


prophecy of the ſeventy weeks, he adds, But 


go thou thy way till the end be; for thou 
ſhalt reſt and ſtand in thy lot at the end of 
the days, i. e. thou thy ſelf ſhalt live, 
and be an eye-witneſs, and ſee an end of theſe 
things, according to our Schematiſt's com- 
ment. To which I anſwer, that the author 


of the book of Daniel appears plainly, from 


every part of his book, to be a writer of 
things to come. He affirms himſelf to be 


that Daniel, that was carried away captive 
by Nebuchadnezzar in the third year of Fe- 


nn that he lived in the reigns of Nebu- 
T1 © chadnezzar, 
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HE author of the book of Daniel ap- 
pears plainly, from the laſt chapter of 
his book, to be a writer of things, after a 
prophetical manner, and to have lived after 
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chaduezzar, Belſbazzar, Darius, and Cyrus; 
and that what he wrote was by revelation. 
And as to the quotation out of the laſt 


chapter, tis pity he had not conſulted his 


_ oracle Grotzus, and he would have learnt 


from him a better ſenſe and interpretation of 


ſome of the words. Go thou thy way 1p. 
This word may either ſignify the remainder 


of Daniel's days; Go thou thy way in peace 


for the remainder of thy life. Or it may re- 


ſpect the diſtant accompliſhment of his pro- 


phecies; or what I take to be the real ſenſe 
of the words, as well as the plaineſt, that he 
was come ta an end of his own prophecies. 
The angel ſaid to him, ver. 9. Go thy Way, 
Daniel, for the words are cloſed up and ſealed 
till the end of the time. Bleſſed is he that 
waiteth and cometh to the one thouſand three 


hundred thirty froe days. 7p Þ ane. But 
come thou to an end. In this ſenſe the verb 


is uied, Numb. xxiii. 13. De $2 Þ come 


with me, I pray. And again, v. 27. and in 


ſeveral other places; or as tis expreſſed, v. 4. 


But thou, O Daniel, ſhut up the words and 
ſeat the book. For thou ſbalt reſ?, ſhalt from 
henceforth. enjoy a ſtate of peace and honour, 


aud And: in thy. lot, Præfecturam quam nunc 
habes 


[58] 


habes retinebis, z. e. ſhalt retain the dignity 
of firſt Preſident of the empire, thou art 
now in poſſeſſion of; a? the end of the 
days, or as it ſhould have been rendered, 7o 
the very end of the days. Ad pleniſſimam 
uſque ſenectutem. Hic ſimpliciſſimus eſt 
ſenſus, ſaith Grotius, i. e. to the very end 
of thy life. In this ſenſe the original word 
G1 is uſed, Pſal. xvi. 5. Thou maintaineſt 
my lot, i. e. my ſtate of honour and happi- 
neſs, as it follows, ver. 6. The lines are fab 
len unto me in pleaſant places, yea, I haves 
goodly heritage. So that our author's expli- 
cation is by no means critical and juſt. That 
which I have given is agreeable to the con- 
nection and proper ſenſe of the words, as well 
as to Daniel's own account elſewhere. Thus 
he expreſſly declares, that the time appointed 
for the accompliſhment of the things revealegto 
him was long, chap. x. 1. and ver. 14. The 
things that were to befal his people, were to 
happen in he latter days; for yet the viſiun 
is for many days, and in other places. The 
author therefore of Daniels book lived 
long before the events propheſied of, and 
the great punctuality of his prophecies, which 
0 : Joſephus ſpeaks of, as it is not a thing uncom- 
s © - TT mon 
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mon to other prophecies, may be owing to 
ſomething elſe than the time of their compo- 


fition, to avoid the falſe Engliſh of the Lite. 


teral Schematiſt, and is imputed by Joſephus 
to another cauſe, Viz. ori mw Se aviw 
Treo, OUpPTapect » his divine inſpiration, 


Antiq. l. 10. c. 11. F 3. and the reaſon 


why the Jewiſh nation believed him was, o. 
AarmAc; u. Tw Few, becauſe Daniel con- 


verſed with God, 1bid. F. 7. As to his ob- 
ſervation about the one thouſand three hun- 


dred and thirty five days, I ſhall conſider 
it when I come t to the prophecy of the ſeyen- 
ty weeks. 


OBJECT WM 


ASTLY, The book of Daniel, /ike the 
Jewiſh hiſtorical books, ſets forth facts 
very imperfeftly, and often contrary to other 
hiſtorical relations, p. 157. 1 anſwer, this is no 


objection againſt the authority of Daniels 


book: The facts he ſpeaks of, he ſays as much 
of as was neceſſary to his purpoſe, as a Jewiſh 
writer, hiſtorian, and prophet ; and if there 
be any difference. between his hiſtorical rela- 


tions and thoſe of others, his relation is to 
- be 
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be preferred, as being by much the moſt an- 


tient writer, and living in the times he writes 
about. As to his perpetual repreſenting hea- 


thens talking and acting like eus, which 


he ſpeaks of, the charge is not true. The 
Chaldean aſtrologers ſpeak of the gods. Ne- 
buchadnezzar commanded ſweet odours, and 
an oblation to be offered to Daniel upon 
his revealing and interpreting his dreams; 
and becauſe the three children would not 
worſhip the golden image, he, like an inſolent 
heathen prince, demands of them, who 19 
that God that ſhall deliver you out of my 
hands: the like may be obſerved in many 
other places of his book. 

The only pretence for this trifling charge is, 
that ſome of the princes under whom Daniel 
lived, ' worſhipped upon particular occaſions 


the only true God, the God of the Jews. 


The true reaſon of which was, the evident 


proofs they ſaw of his ſuperiour power and 
wiſdom, in which none of the gods of Ba- 


Hlon or Perſia were like him. But if the 


book of Daniel it ſelf did not furniſn us 
with a plain anſwer to this objection, I re- 


member a paſſage. in the Diſcourſe of the 
20 grounds 
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grounds and reaſons, that would, p. 139, 
where that acute author tells us, that the 


Jews in their captivity learned the worſhip - 


of one God from the Chaldeans. This in- 
deed is no very probable aſſertion, but is 
however enough to account for any paſſage 
in Daniel that hath a Fewzſb air, upon his 
own principles. 

What he adds, that the * book is writ- 
ten in a . ſtyle, a dark emblemati- 
cal, ſymbolical, parabolical, and figurative 
ſtyle, will appear very odd to any one who 
looks to the page before ; where he tells us, 
that the author of the book of Daniel hath 
moſt clearly ſpoken of the miſerable times of 


the Jews, and their prodigious misfortunes | 


under Antiochus Epiphanes, and of the good 
times which were to follow on his death; 
and again, p. 151. Divers matters of fact 


are ſpoken of in the book of Daniel in the 


way of prophecy, with the clearneſs of hiſto- 
ry, from Daniele time to the times of 
Antiochus Epiphanes. Strange book this of 


Daniel's, the whole of which is written in 


a dark ſtyle, and part of which is written, 
nevertheleſs, with the clearneſs of hiſtory. 
All the world muſt allow the great acuteneſs 
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of our author, who can make the ſame book 
all dark and partly clear; and that can argue, 


both from the darkneſs and clearncſs of It; 


againſt its authority and antiquity. 

He goes on, I add, that the way of repre- 
ſenting large ſcenes of affairs, by ſuch images 
and ſymbols, as are uſed therein, 1s entirely 
unlike the books of the other prophets, and the 
books of the Old Teſtament, and is agreeable 
to the turn of writing the Jews took up with, 
when they had been new formed in the ſchools 
of the Greeks: to all which I anſwer, that 
the way of repreſenting large ſcenes of affairs 
by ſuch images and ſymbols, is not entirely 
unlike the books of the other prophets, and 
for this I appeal to the prophets themſelves, 
All the ſymbolical repreicntations that are 


in Daniel, are but three, repreſentations by 


beaſts, trees, and images. The repreſentati— 
ons by beaits, is as old as the times of Jo- 


T ph and Pharaoh, when ſeven fat kine re- 


preſented ſeven plentiful years; and ſeven 
lean kine, ſeven years of famine. The de- 
noting the ſame events by ſeven ears of 
corn, rank and good, and ſeven others blaſted 
with the caſt wind, is ſomewhat like Ne- 
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buchadnezgar's tree. However, the burning 


Exzehiel's vine tree to denote the deſtruction 
of Fernſalem, Ezek. xv. and Zechariah's vi- 


ſionary olive trees to repreſent the two anoin 


ted ones, will be allowed inſtances fully pa- 
rallel. See alſo, Zech. i. 8. And as to the 
laſt ſymbol, the image in Nebuchadnetzar's 
dream ; if our author had read Feremiah, Or in- 
deed almoſt any other of the prophets,he would 
have ſeen many like repreſentations. Fere- 
miah had a viſion of a potter's veſſel of clay 
marred in the hand of the potter, xviii. 4. 
Ezekiel, of a boiling pot, xxiv. 3. Zecha- 
riah, of a golden candleſtick, with a bowl on 
the top of it, and ſeven lamps thereon, and 
ſeven pipes to the ſeven lamps, Zech. iv. 2. 
See alfo chap. v. and vi. and other places, 
by which images were denoted ſeveral re- 


markable events. So that Daniel's ſy mbolical 


repreſentations are agreeable to thoſe of the 
other prophets, and may therefore be looked 


on as an argument of the antiquity of his book. 


I would farther obſerve, that this way 
of repreſenting ſcenes of affairs, by images 
and ſymbols, ſcems to have been very anti- 


ent amongſt the eaſtern nations, as appears 
* from 
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from the books of the Old Teſtament, and 
that long before either Jews or Chaldeans 
had any commerce with the Greeks, and to 
be entirely differcnt from the uſage and cu- 


ſtoms of the Greek ſchools; and our author's 


making the Fews fall into this turn of wri- 
ting, when they had been formed inthe ſchools 
of the Greeks, is as true, pertinent, and cri- 
tical a remark, as that which he makes elſe- 


where, vig. the Jews learning the worſhip 


of one God, from their converſing with the 
idolatrous Babylonians. | 

Thus have I examined all our author's 
mighty arguments, to prove that Daniel's 
book, now cxtant, is not the book of the 


famous Daniel: Iwill allow them to be con- 


clufive, if wrong calculations, groundleſs aſ- 
ſertions, unſupported ſuppoſitions, plain con- 
tradictions, miſtaken repreſentations, falſe 
quotations, and bad Engliſb, are of any 
weight, or deſerve any regard from the think- 
ing and impartial part of mankind. It ap- 
pears to me, that he undetſtands nothing at 
all of the argument; but that he hath collec- 
ted, into his common place book, without 
care or judgment, without underſtanding, or 

1 | fairly 


L 60 ] 
fairly repreſenting his author, all that he 


could pick up about Daniel's book; and 
from hence he harh marſhalled it into 


cleven whole conſiderations on the author, 


antiquity, and matter of the ſaid book. When 
the antiquity of any book is in queſtion, 'tis 
a mean procceding in any writer, that ſcts 
up for a judge of the controverſy, to tread 
only in the beaten ſteps of Pridearx and 


Grotius, and other modern writers, which a 
ſchool boy of ordinary capacity can read and 


conſtrue as well as himſelf. Tis meaner ſtill, 
to quote his authorities imperfealy, and 
wreſt the ſenſe of his author to a meaning 
they never intended. Tis yet worſe, to quote 
them as authorities, for what they not only 
deny, but affirm the direct contrary of. Were 
Kidder and Prideaux now alive, they would 
abhor to ſee themſelves brought in as ſe- 


conds to ſupport the cauſe of infidclity in 


a ſingle branch of it; and deteſt an author 
that can thus abuſe their names and wri- 
tings, in favour of a ſcheme, that hath 
neither truth nor honeſty to ſupport it. 


But 
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But before I diſmiſs this ſubject, I ſhall 
produce ſome arguments to prove the proper 
antiquity of Daniel's book. 


ARGUMENT 1, 


THE age and circumſtances of Daniel a- 

gree with the ſuppoſed time of writing 
this book. Daniel, when he was choſen by 
the maſter of the eunuchs, was eminent for his 
Skill in wiſdom, knowledge, and underſtand- 
ing. In the ſecond year of Nebuchadnez- 
Sar, he told him his dream, with the inter- 
pretation of it, and encreaſed in wiſdom, 
reputation, and honour, under the ſucceſliye 
reigns of the kings of Babylon and Perſia. 
And upon account of his extraordinary piety 
and wiſdom he is taken notice of, and com- 


mended by Ezekiel, who was his fellow 


prophet and contemporary. There is no 
other Daniel that the Jews make mention 
of, and eſteem as an inſpired prophet, but the 
author of the book of Daniel, who was 


famous for wiſdom; and the account given 


of him by Ezekiel is almoſt a demonſtra- 
| tive 


[ 62 ] 
tive proof that he is the ſame with the author 
of the book of Daniel; for in one place of 
Ezekiel, xiv. 14. he is recorded as a remark- 
able inſtance of righteouſneſs and picty ; and 
in the other place, xxviti. 3. as being famous 


for his wiſdom, and as one from whom no 


ſecret conld be hid ; which is the very cha- 


rater of Daniel, in the book that bears his 
name; who kept himſelf from the pollution 


of heathen meats, and would not - worſhip 
the golden image; and of whom 'tis particu- 
larly declared, that he had underſtanding in 
all viſions and dreams, Dan. i. 17. 


ARGUMENT Il. 


THE purity of the language in which the 
book is written, both of the Chalee 
and Hebrew, is an undeniable argument of 
its great antiquity. Learned men have ob- 
ſerved, that the books of Chronicles, Ezra, 


Nehemiah, Eſther, and Malachi, fall very 


ſhort of the correctneſs, which is in other 


parts of the Hebrew ſcriptures. But the ſame 


objection hath never been made, that I know 
; h EE of, 


FLY 
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” Þ of, againſt Daniel's book, by any one that 
f © underſtands either Hebrew or Chaldee. The 
bock is written in a terſe and biblical man- 
4 ner, and with ſuch elegance and purity, as 
| that it is juſtly accounted a ſtandard to try 
0 other later compoſitions by. I am in no 
- : pain, that our author, above all men in the 
is world, can prove the contrary. Now, ſince 


4 every language, from the very nature of it, 

is in a conſtant flux, and in every age de. 
= | viating from what it was in the former ; 
» I the purity of Daniel's language makes it evi- 


dent, that it muſt be written before the pu- 
rity of thoſe languages were loſt, . e. 
about the time when Ezekiel's Daniel 
lived and flouriſhed. by 


ARGUMENT III. 


7 3 Would obſerve that there is no one inter- 
4 nal mark throughout the whole book of 
- 4 Daniel, to prove it a compoſition later than 
the time of the famous Daniel. Tis ſcarce 


poſlible that any writer can ſo exactly imitate | 
antiquity, as not to be guilty of ſome mi- 


ſtake, 
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ſtake, that will be enough to convince the 
world of the impoſture, and betray the real 
time and date of his writings, Tis by ſome 


ſuch internal marks, that learned men have 


diſcovered the ſpuriouſneſs of ſome compo- 
ſitions, falſely aſcribed to venerable and an- 
tient authors. And to do the author of the 
Literal Scheme juſtice, he hath attempted this 
with reſpect to Daniel's book, but hath un. 
luckily failed in every inſtance, For inſtead 
of ſaying that the author of the book of 
Daniel calls the kings, whom he mentions, 
by different names from what other writers 
do, he ought to have aſſigned the true names 
of thoſe kings, from unqueſtionable authori- 
ties; and then proved that the names Daniel 
mentions, were borrowed from other later 
writers: inſtead of telling us from Erotius, 
to whom he is bcholden for this learned 
diſcovery, that there are ſome Greek words 
in the Chaldce of Daniel, he ought to prove, 
that the Greeks had no commerce with the 
Chaldeans and Perſians for ſeveral hundred 
years after, eyen till the time to which he 
aſſigns the compoſition of Daniel's book. 
This will be proof,, whereas what he urges 

is 
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is quibble, and contrary to the truth of hi- 
ſtory, and can anſwer no other purpoſe, but to 
ſhew his ignorance of antiquity, and his want 
of judgment, or integrity. The whole of 
Daniel's book carries in it all the marks of 
venerable antiquity. His characters of the 
princes he lived under agree well with the 
account given us by other hiſtorians. Hea- 
thens are repreſented as talking and acting 
like heathens. He himſelf preſerves the cha- 


rater of a Jew. His viſions are agreeable 


to thoſe of other prophets. His perio.is of 
time tally with the truth of hiſtory. In a 


word, there is not in the whole book one 
argument to prove it a compoſition of later 


Jews, to do honour to the Jewiſh nation, as 
this writer meanly, and without foundation, 
ſuppoles. 


 IRGUMENT In 


HE very reaſon aſſigned by the Jews, 


why the book of Daniel was not of 
that account with them, as the other books 
of the Jews were, is an argument at leaſt of 
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the antiquity of this book. This author tells 


us from Maimonides, p. 154. That the Fews 
do unanimouſly place the book of Daniel a- 


mongſt the Hagiographi, and not amongſt the 


prophetical books. He cites the ſame paſlage 
again, P. 443. but for a purpoſe as is cnough to 
aſtoniſh every candid and honeſt reader, v7s. 
to prove that the Jews ſay, they have ever 
excluded it from being one of their ſacred ca- 
nonical books. Maimonides ſays, they have 
unanimouſly placed Daniel amongſt the Ha- 


the Jews have ever excluded Daniel from be- 
ing one of their ſacred canonical books, and 
Cites this very place of Maimonides to prove 
it. I need make no reflections, every reader 
will make the juſt ones for himſelf; and 
therefore I will only obſerve, that the reaſon 
of this, as Reland ſays, was becauſe his reve- 
lations from God were by dream, which 
they reckon the moſt imperfect method of 
revelation. Now the true way of depreciat- 
ing the book of Daniel, would have been to 
ſhew the lateneſs of its compoſition, and to 
have thrown it out of the canon. But in- 
ſtead of this, they unanimouſly place it a- 

N moneſt 


giographi, i. e. their ſacred books, tho' not 
amongſt the prophetical. Our author ſays, 
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mongſt the Hagiographi, and therefore una- 
nimouſly account it as part of thcir canon. 
For the books called Hagiographi, amongſt 
which are the Pſalms, Proverbs, Fob, and 
others, were all eſteemed as written by inſpi- 
red men, and equally part of the Fewzſh 


canon as the prophetical books themſelves. 


Foſephus expreſily comprehends them within 


the canon, when he tells us they had but 


twenty two books that they eſteemed as di- 
vine, five of Moſes, thirtcen of the other 


prophets, a AuTy; 7TrHIzpes varus £15 Tw Stor, 


ray Tug avleoriig uvmnMAG Te fois MAN ou. 


Cont. App. l. 1. F. 8. Tho' I doubt not but that 


Joſephus reckoned Daniel amoneſt the pro- 


phets, and that the later Jews, out of a pre- 


judice to the book, numbered it only amongſt 
the Hagiographi. However, this unanimous 
conſent of the Jews, for the placing Daniels 


book in the canon, is an unanſwerable argu- 


ment of its authority and antiquity; fince 
tis not to be ſuppoſed that they would have 
acknowledged a feigned author, and a late 
compoſition, as part of their ſacred canon; 
eſpecially conſidering that they have preju- 
dices againſt the book it ſelf, on account of 
Daniel's declaring, that the Meſſiah ſbould be 
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cut off. They would have taken the ſhorteſt 
way to have anſwered the chriſtians argu- 


ment from that paſſage, vzs. by denying the 


authority of the book, if they had not becn 
abundantly convinced of the contrary. 


ARGUMENT V. 


HE mention of Daniel by the au- 
thor of the firſt book of Maccabees, 
gives great ſupport to the antiquity of Da- 


ies book, For Mattathias being about to 
dic, encourages his ſons to fight zealouſly 


for their religion and liberties, and com- 
nands them, Call to remembrance what acts 


our fathers aid in their time, 1 Mac. ii. 51. 


7, e. that they ſhould excite themſelves to 
courage, by reviewing the glorious deeds of 
their forefathers, recorded in their ſacred 


writings for there is not one inſtance that 
he mentions, beſides this of Daniel, in di- 
ſpate, that is not taken from their {ſcriptures : 
and indeed nothing could be ſo proper to ex- 
cite them to courage, for the preſervation and 


honour of the law, as to ſet before them 
thoſe 
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thoſe examples of valour and piety, which 
their own law, and ſacred writings preſented 
them with. And amongſt ſuch a number, 
tis ſcarce probable he would have mentioned 


Daniel and his three companions, had they 


not ſtood on record in ſome authentick book, 


as inſtances of the peculiar favour and protecti- 


on of God in reward of their pious adhe- 
rance to the law. Beſides, as the hiſtory of 
theſe four worthies is no where preſcryed byt 


in the book of Daniel, ſo the account given 


of them by Mattathias being entirely a- 
greeable to what the author of the book of 


Daniel relates, is a ftrong preſumption that 


he referred his children to this book, as he 
muſt to the other ſacred books, for the 


other inſtances he mentions. Now Matta- 


thias lived in the times of Antiochus, and 
therefore his referring his children to Da- 
niet's book and hiſtory, is a proof both of 
the authority and antiquity of it. 

And farther, his referring them to Daniel's 
book will appear the more juſt, if we conſider, 


that this was the time when the prophecies 


of Daniel were about ſome of them to be 


accompliſned. For tho' it was propheſied of 


Antiochus 
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Antiochus, that he ſhould do the Jews much 
milchief ; yet it was declared at the ſame 


time, that the people that knew their G 


ſhould be ſtrong and do exploits, Dan. Xi. 32, 
And thereupon Mattatbias aſſures them, 


that none that put their truſt in God ſhall © 


be overcome, and as tho' he had the prophe- 
cy of Daniel before him, which declared of 
Antiochus, that he ſhould be broken without 
hand, he adds, Fear not the words of a ſin- 
ful man, for his glory ſball be dung and worms. 
To day he ſhall be lifted up, and to morrou 


he ſhall not be found, becauſe he is returned 


into his duſt, and his thought is come to no- 


thing. Wherefore be valiant, my ſons, and 


ſhew your ſelves men in the behalf of the 
law, for by it you ſhall obtain glory, v. 62, 
63, 64. And what adds yet farther ſtrength 
to this argument, for the antiquity of Da— 
niel's book, that it was written before Antio- 
chas's time, is, that the abomination of deſo- 
lation is an expreſſion peculiar to Daniel, 
Who foretold that it ſhould be ſet up by An- 
tiochus upon the altar of the daily ſacrifice. 
And agreeable hereto, the author 'of this book 
of Maccabees takes particular notice, that 

| = Antiochas's 


— 0 
: 
"LEE 
N EF 4 
* "L003 
* * 
3,238 
7 2 
3 
bs 
N 
I 
ul 
18. 
* 
4 
8 
* 
. by 
nth 
Ret! 
* 
4 
"+4 
Sh 
* 
£ ” * 
2 
* 
SY 
. 
2 
51 
5 
2 
J : 0 
SY 
3 
TR 
Ti Ev 
* 
e 
. 1 
. 
. 
IQ] Wt 
LE RE 
« . 
1 2 
96 
. 
725 
my 
mY 
n . 
25 
22 
AL] 
7 
A 
55 
2 
* 
** 
2 
* AS 
oO; 
MW 
75 
ES 
+ 
12,0. 
ER 
TP 
= 
23 
8 
(Sy 
WW 
MW 
La 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3288 
+ 
£ 


i — ©, KN 


-- Jed 


EY 


Antiochus's officers did ſet up the abominati- 
on of deſolation upon the altar, chap. i. 54. 
an expreſſion ſo very peculiar, that it could 
be taken from no other book but that of 
Daniel, and is an unanſwerable proof of its 
having the famous Daniel for its author. 


ARGUMENT VI. 


S to Joſephuss catalogue ] obſerve 
that Prideaux's method of accounting 


for his two and twenty books, ſeems the 


moſt probable and neareſt to truth. Joſe- 
phus himſelf appears to have had the higheſt 
notion of Daniel, and calls him eig Twy A 
Mowv v popymwy, and expreſſly declares, Ta . 
CA, o On ovyJoxiapath YaTH AE UTE), & · 
Va MYWTHET &f e Nuuv N . De Antiq. 
Jud. lib. 10. c. 11. F. 7. That the books 
which Daniel wrote were read amongſt 
them, even to that day. From whence I 


infer, it had been the ancient cuſtom to 


read Daniel's book, and that it was in the 
Jewiſh canon, and therefore made one of 
the twenty two mentioned by Joſephus. 
This appears the more probable, from what 
| 33 | he 
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n 92x ? That they had an account 
of all the Jewiſh affairs, ſince the reign of 
Artaxerxes to his own time, but not of e- 
qual credit and authority with the former, 
becauſe they had no regular ſucceſſion of 
prophets. The prophets that ſucceeded Mo- 

ſes wrote a regular account of the Jewiſh 

affairs to the reign of Artaxerxes: but 

where is great part of this account, vis. | 
of all the Babylonian and Perſian kings, to | 1 
be found, but in Daniel? Foſephus took | 
his account of theſe times from him, and | _ 
conſequently judged his account authentick, 1 


4 ow tas QC _ AL mew 


3 


and muſt therefore place his book, as the | 
book of a prophet that wrote before Arta- | 
xerxes, in his canon of ſcripture. This is |! _ 
little leſs than demonſtration. Joſephus 

reckons Daniel s book e Ta ae ei 4 


eue. Antig. lib. 10. c. 10. f. 6. The Jews 
read this book in their ſynagogues, and 
therefore 
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therefore paid a greater regard to it than 


they did to any book written after Artaxer- 
xes's time, after which there was no regular 
ſucceſſion of prophets. Beſides, Joſephus 
expreſlly ſays, that Daniel forctold the mi- 
ſeries of the Jews under Antiochus Epipha- 
nes, and wrote the account of it many years 
before his time. De Antiq. lib. 10. c. Ir. 
F. ult. And, laſtly, to put this thing be- 
yond all diſpute, Foſephus himſelf abſolute- 
ly determines the matter, ſaying, & & ms — 


G He, arsCaro To e ν,ẽ sfr 
Ts Azymas' wenoe d ro w TI iepois Y- 


peov. Antiq. Fud. lib. 10. c. 10. f. 4. If any 
one would know theſe matters, let him read 


the book of Daniel, which he will find a- 


mongſt the ſacred writings. | 
But ſuppoſing that Joſephus did include 
the book of Daniel amongſt his twenty two 
ſacred books ; yet, ſays our author, will not 
Daniel ve proved authentick by the authority 
of Joſephus, who was wholly governed in 
this matter by the Fewiſh tradition of his 
time. I anſwer, that Zoſephus's putting this 
book into his canon, is a ſtrong proof of its 
being authentick. For it proves that it was 
K 5 judged 
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judged in Foſephus's time to be writtcn be- 


fore the time of Artaxerxes, and that of 


conſequence it was the book of an inſpired 
prophet ; for after Artaxerxes, they had no 
prophets, and therefore no writings after him 


could ;be admitted as prophetical, and part 


of their ſacred canon. Foſephns's judgment, 
and the Jewiſh tradition of his time, is of 
great weight in the argument, For it proves, 
that as they placed it in the canon, they re- 


ceived it as part of the canon, and read it as 


a ſacred book. And tho' ſome of the twenty 
two books were not reccived i into the canon 


in Eæras time, but in the time of Simon 


the juſt, this will not prove that they were 
not written before Simons time, no nor after 
the times of Artaxerxes; but that they 


were very ancient books, and accounted by 


the perſon who added them to the canon as 
authentick. And this is all that Dr. Pri 
deaux means, who ſays, not that theſe books 
were written ſo late as the times of Simon 
the juſt, but that it was not till then that 
they were added, and thereby the canon of 
holy ſeripture was fully compleated. And 
therefore Joſe * his account may yet be 

true 
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true in the main, when he affirms, lat 


after ſo many ages, or from the times of 
Artaxerxcs, none have ever ſo much as at- 


tempted, to add to, or take away from, or to 
make any alteration in them. i. e. attempted 
to add' any books to the canon, written af- 
ter Artaxerxes his time, or to put out of it 
any written before. And this I take to be 
the true meaning of Joſephus in this paſſage. 

As to the genealogy of the Sons of Zerub- 
babel in Chronicles, carried down to the 
times of Alexander the great, tis, I think, 
very probable that this was added at the time 
when that book was annexed to the canon, 
in order the better to preſerve the account 
of the ſucceſſion | in his family. But if all 
that this author tells us out of Prideaux was 
true, tis nothing to the purpoſe againſt the 
authentickneſs of Daniel's book, becauſe it 
was never pretended that this was one of the 
number added by Simon, but eſteemed as 


part of the facred canon T Tong before. 
137 *0 Ft. a 3. 


LEY 
ARGUMENT VI. 


SOSEPHUS's account, that the pro- 
F phecy of the book of Daniel relating to 
Alexander, was ſhewn him by Zaddas the 
high · prieſt, carries in it ſeveral marks of pro. 
bability, and is therefore a concurrent proof 
_ that the book was written before his time. 
Our author ſays, that the whole ſtary, as re- 
lated in Joſephus, is an entire fittion, unſup- 
parted, and inconſiſtent with hiſtory and chro- 
nology, and for the proof, appeals to Dr. Wag- 
ftaffe and Van Dale. I ſhall firſt give an 
account of what Joſephus Writes, and then 
examine what the Schematiſt alledges from 
Van Dale to the contrary. Foſephus's ac- 
count, in ſhort, is this. 71 That whilſt Alex: 


ander was beſieging Tyre, he ſent to. the in 


habitants of the neighbouring country, par- 
ticularly qudea, to demand from them ſup- 


plics for his army, and the payment of the 
tribute annually given to Darius. That the 


eee it out of regard to their oath 
to Darius. That therefore Alexander upon 


the reduction of Tyre and Gaza, marched 
againſt 
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againſt Jeruſalem with an intention to pu- 
niſh the Jews for diſobeying his orders, but 
that he was prevented from his intended re- 
venge by a dream, and by Jadduss meeting 
him in his pontifical habit, ſolemnly attended 
by the prieſts and people. That he entered 
Jeruſalem in peace, had the prophecy of 
Daniel ſhewn him, hereupon went to the 
Perſian war with aſſurance of ſucceſs, and 
granted the Jews peculiar privileges. 

It muſt be owned that Jaſephus is in a mi- 
ſtake in one part of his account, vis. that 
Alexander, after the reduction of Tyre, went 
to Gaza, and from thence back again to Je- 
ruſalem. For Curtius, Arrian, Diodorus 
Kiculus, and Plutarch in his life of Alexan- 
der, all affirm, that he went directly from 
Gaza into Aut; and indeed moſt pro- 
bably he did, Gaza being much nearer to 


Egypt than Feruſalem. The moſt likely 


account is, that he went from Tyre directly 
to Jeruſalem, it being his way to Gaza; and 
one. cannot well imagine, that in his progreſs 
to Gaza, he would omit taking in ſo conſi- 
derable a fortreſs as Feruſalem ; ; for before 
this, the walls and gates of Jeruſalem had 
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been built and ſet up by the favour of the 


Perſian kings. 
Allowing this miſtake, the Sato account 


of Joſephus is probable, and indeed could not 


be well otherwiſe than as he relates it. Alex. 


ander ſpent ſeven months in the ſiege of Tyre, 
and muſt therefore have occaſion for ſupplies 


from the neighbouring countries; and as 


Tyre it ſelf was moſtly ſupplied by Ga/zlee, 
Samaria, and Judæa, whence could Alexan- 


der demand proper ſupplies, but from them. 


Curtius, l. 4. c. 4. Plutarch in Alexander. 
Tis certain, that at this time, the Jews were 


under Subjection to the king of Perſia, and 


might therefore juſtly. plead their oath to Da. 
rius, to excuſe them from furniſhing his -cnc- 
my with proviſion; and tis ſcarce probable 
that Alexander would bare ſuch a refuſal 
without purpoſes of an exemplary revenge. 


2 * & we 


This he ſeems to have intended after the : 
conqueſt of Tyre. For: as Jeruſalem lay inn 


his way to Gaza, 'tis not likely he would 
pals by lo. important a place as Jeruſalem, 
which was the capital of the whole country, 
and from which he had received ſo remark- 
able an affront, by theit refuſing to furgiſh his 


army wich proviſion, ; 
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The Jews had reaſon to fear the reſent- 
ment of Alexander, from the vengeance he 
had executed on the Brians; and as the moſt 
likely way to appeaſe his wrath, was a free 
ſurrender of themſelves and city into his 
hands, accordingly, Faddus, in a pompous 
proceſſion, met him at ſome diſtance from 


Jeruſalem, into which he went accompanied 


by his followers, and had there the prophecy 
of Daniel ſhewn him, which encouraged him 
in his future expedition againſt the Perſſans. 
That he was at Feruſalem is the more proba- 
ble, becauſe of the great privileges he allowed 


the Jeuss at his new city Alexandria, which 
he peopled out the 'ncighbouting cities, Curt. 


6. . privileges equal to what the Mace- 


donians themſelves were allowcd, as Foſe- 


phus againſt Appion, . . aſſures us, appeal- 
ing to Alexander's letters; and from his giy- 
ing them the country of. the Samaritans, up- 
on thcir having murthered Andromachus, his 
lieutenant in Syria, as a mark of the pecu- 
liar reſpe& he had for them, for which the 
ſame Foſephus appeals to Hecatæus. 
Diodorus Siculus alſo intimates that Alex: 


ander was, in other places of that country 
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beſides Gaza. For he ſays, AnZzr3G. i 


Pao mw wee Tr Tala Fiomnozs, He 
ſettled the affairs of the country all about 


Gaza. Curtius, I. 4. c. 5. that he had made 


Andromachus governour of Cælo Syria, in 
which was Jamaria and Feruſalem, which 
therefore muſt have Mrrendred to him; and 


and that after this rex — ad urbem Gazam 
cum omnibus copiis venit. And Juſtin tells | 


us, J. 11. c. 10. In Syriam proficiſcitur, ubi 
obvios cum infulis multos orientis reges ha- 
uit. Upon which I/. Yoſius thus juſtly 
comments, Puto reſpicere Fuſtinum ad memo. 


rabilem illam hiſtoriam, quam Foſephus de 
 Faddo, ſummo Fudeorum ſacerdote, narrat. 


And the reaſon why theſe writers takes no 


particular notice of his going to Jeruſalem, 


probably was, becauſe the city yielded to him 
without reſiſtance, and he only paſſed thro it 


in his way to Gaza; and therefore Van Dales 
remark, Perpende nunc, mi lector, an talia 
ac tanta que Joſephus perhibet, ita intra ſep- | 


tem dierum ſpatium, cum Fudæis ac Samart 
tis peragere potuerit, ac ſimul intra iſtud ſpa- 
rium in Ægyptum pervenire, Van Dale Dil. 


ſuper Ariſt. p. 77. will only prove Joſephus 


miſtaken 
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miſtaken, in ſaying, Alexander went from 


Sata to Feruſalem, and thence into Agypt; 


but will not invalidate the account of his go- 


ing from Tyre to Feruſalem, and granting 


the Jews extraordinary privileges, and then 


going to Gaga, and from thence to Apt. 


One ſingle miſtake in Foſephus will not 


diſprove the whole account. For there muſt be 
_ a miſtake in the other authors who write about 
this affair. Jigſtin takes no notice of Alex- 
der's being at all at Gaza, but fays, Inde, 


i. c. from Tyre, Nhodum Aluxamader p- 
tum Ciliciam que fine certamine recipit. Now 


it would be but a poor inference, that be- 
cauſe' Juſtin omits the dceount of Aleran- 


ders being at Gaga, he never was there; 
or that becauſe Juſtin ſays, that after the 
flege of Gaza; Alerander took in Ciliciu, 
therefore the Whole accoufit is falle, becauſe 
he had ſeized Cilicia long before. Ms 

If Alexander was at Fernſalem, the whole 


account of Joſephus is probable. Tis evi 


dent that Zoſephas himſelf reckon'd the book 
of Daniel extant in Alexander's time ; and 


ifo it was, Jaddus could not better conſult 


the ſafety of his city, nor the honour of his 
= nation, 
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[$2] 
nation, than by ſhewing it to Alexander, 


whom by his great ſucceſſes he had reaſon to 
believe was the perſon intended by Daniels 


prophecy. And if Alexander ſaw ſuch a_ 


prophecy of himſelf in the Jewiſh writings, 
the ' peculiar privileges he granted the yon 
may be caſily accounted for. 

Upon the whole, I leave the world to judge, 
whether our author, who hath ſhewn no other 


learning than what he hath ſcraped together 


out of Van Dale and Wagſtaff, could, with- 
out great modeſty, give this as his only an- 
ſwer to Foſephus's account, that the whole 
is an ent ire fiction, unſupported, and inconſi- 


ſtent. with chronolagy, and romantick in its 


Circumſtances. But tis much the eaſicr 


Way to take things upon truſt, and to ima- 


gine them proved ready to his hands, than 


to be at the pains to e. them him- 


ſelf. 
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ARGUME NT VII. 


HE laſt argument I ſhall produce for 
the antiquity and authority of Da- 
niel's book, ſhall be the teſtimony of Jo- 


| ſephus, whoſe opinion may be looked on 


as the ſtanding ſenſe of the Jewiſb nation at, 
and ſometime before, his time. This teſti- 
mony 1 ſhall produce, and make ſome pro- 


per remarkson it. Of Daniel himſelf, he ſays, 
 lgvws noͤn op x ο—&w N, Week Xefons 
ov eig $apudercd. war mo Sew ory Faveepv 


£yerilo, He was endowed with abundant 
wiſdom, ſtudied the interpretation of dreams, 
and had God evidently with him, Ant. J. 10. 
c. 10. F. 2. And again; cap. 10. f. 2. 
emaVle ya To ws TW my AENA 
EUTUYIIM DEIQNTWY. Tæ we BEA, o 
bY ovylea/apuQ: X&TAAEACMTEY, aVZMIWOKETH 
Wag nw en xd vl Hot Wemewunapy b 
CLF wv on Aavnn® WAA TW Ow. u 2X2 THU 
pore prove Wenqnruey Nie, nabamg 


Kal o au Wweppnray @>\& 2a wertw, as 
L 2 | Gy 


* . 2 2 0 
— 
* 3 We- 
2 E: OY 8 


— ABR n 2 


bg 1 - 
— — = — 2 2 
— — - — 
4 - — 0 


1 


l 
1 
7 


* 1 * TS 
ay 3 . he 


— — 


* 

: 

p 
18 3 
* 
4 
3h 

1. \ 

4 
199 

Hh 

>. a 
i, 

1 * 

1 

\ 

1 q 
75 1 

207 3 
. 7 
" 

Kc 

"B+ | 
ve Li 
x 
3 
85 
W 1 
if 
Wh. 

K 
+ 
112. 
9 

F. 
* 
AG 

. 
BN 

. 4, 

PE 
J 
. 

* (1 
1 4 
3 
f 
4 
1 3 

a 
> 

4 

*. 

1:4 

| 108 

„ 
5 
„ 
0 4 
XJ 

© 
BL 

4 
7 * 
* 

4 
5 * 

* 

1 

1 1 * 
ho 

2 

46; $2 

1 
1% tl 

1 

* 

2 

R 

9. 5 

41 * 

1 
Af 

Ls 
| 
* 

1 

1h 

155 

1 11 
p 
4 
jt 
8 

Ll 
K. 
#39 
1 
5 
8 it) 
. 0 iq 

1 

25 
S. 
11 
* 

4 1 

. 

! 
& | 
u 
U 
4 


— - 
—— — — 


8 —ů— — 
82 — So 


— 


[ 84 ] 


n Ot TM; QUT) 


CY TOUT QDS not xxl. 
æ An e, may 12% dbZav owe Sci . waes 
ig H lh, KATETE Os Y Ovtv 
uv To This reopn r ers *, WTY KO ⁰ ν,ẽ 
exMazxloy caro, Snnov. All things happened 
proſperouſly to him, as to one of the great- 
eſt prophets. The books he wrote, and 
which now remain, are read by us to this 
day, and from them we believe that Daniel 
converſed with God. For he not only fore- 
told future things as did the other prophets, 
but fixed the time when they were to hap- 
pen; and from the accompliſhment of his 
predictions, the people not only eſteemed 


him a true, but an inſpired perſon. Theſe he 


committed to writing , where we may ſee 
that his prophecies arc certain and immu 
table. What theſe prophecies were, foſe- 
phus tells us, Ke on T2UT WAG ouve&n mw 
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40 Ta op ae oroTeTH R142) em TH 
mags Te Ow Timm Ty Azvrenno. Vid. 
Ant. I. 12. c. 7. F. 6. Theſe misfortunes 
happened to our nation under Antiochus 
Epiphanes, even as Daniel foreſaw, and 
wrote many years before, ſhould happen. 
= He likewiſe wrote of the Roman empire, and 
of the great deſtruction that was to be made 
/ | by them. To which he ſeems afterwards to 
refer, when ſpeaking of the burning of the 
1 temple, he ſays, ae d n auappun you 
8249. De Bel. Jud. I. 6. c.4.F. 5. 
This is the account, which, put together 
with the paſſages before citcd, affords the 
following remarks. (1.) That Joſe phus, and 
the Jews, eſteemed Daniel as one of the 
greateſt prophets. (2.) That Daniel com- 
mitted his prophecies to writing. (3.) That 
Dauiel wrote his prophecies before the times 
of Antiochus Epiphanes. (4.) That the fa- 
mous Daniel, and the author of the book of 
Daniel, were the ſameperſon. (5.) That this 
+ |; book was one of the Jewiſh canon. (6. ) That 
it was read in the Jewiſh ſynagogues. (7.) And 
„ |? that the event ſhewed that his prophecies 
» |] were certain and immutable, This was the 
NO ͤ 
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[ 86 ] 
belief of the Zewiſh nation in Joſephuss 
time, and had Daniel's book been a forged 
book, and a lately forged book, it would 


have been impoſſible to have received it in- 


to the canon; and had it not been in the 
canon, and received by the Jews as one of 
their ſacred books, tis impoſſible Joſephus 
could have made ſuch a publick appeal to 
the Jews for the truth of it. 
But the Schematiſt hath his objections a- 
gainſt this teſtimony of Joſephus, which I beg 
my reader's patience briefly to conſider. He al- 
lows, p. 453. that Joſephus gives us high en- 
comiums of the inſpirations, and prophecies of 
Daniel, 4s extant in the book under his name. 
But herein he conceives, that he can be 
thought to give us at beſt only the tradition 
of his time, and his own opinion of the au. 
thenticit) of the book of Danicl, from whence 
little can be inferred 1 to the ad vantage of the 
book of Daniel. 1 anſwer, much may be 
inferred to the advantage of the book of 
Daniel, from the traditions or opinions of 
his time. For if it was the belief of the 
Jews then, that the book of Daniel was 
an antient book, and written by an inſpired 
prophet, it Eerrainly 1 proves :, that the book of 
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Daniel was not a late compoſition in their 


times, but that it was tranſmitted to them by 
their fathers, as an antient and authentick 
book. Joſephus expreſſly affirms, that Da- 


niel propheſied of Antiochus Epiphanes, and 


of the empire of the Romans, and of the 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem by them; that his 


book was in the ſacred canon, and that it 


was read in the ſynagogues, even to his time. 
This was his belief, and the then prevailing 
tradition of the Jews. But if this book had 


been a forgery and impoſture, how came it 


to be received into the canon of ſcripture ? ? 
when was it firſt introduced? how came the 
impoſture of ſo general belief? what intereſt 
could the Jews ſerve by the admiſſion of Da. 
niet 8 bock, if it was a late compoſit ition, into 
their canon? Let any of our modern Deiſts try 
if they can add any new book to the chriſti- 
an canon. It is impoſſible but that a thing 
of ſuch i importance muſt be known, and uni- 
verſally known. Tis not difficult to deter- 
mine when the laſt books of the New Teſta- 
ment were addcd to the canon. They were 
diſputed by ſome, and allowed by others, 
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ons of the one, or the arguments of the 


other. Why doth not the Schematiſt pro- 
duce ſome ſuch antient teſtimonies to con. 
front the teſtimony of Joſephus, and the 


traditions of his time? The Mazorets were a 
ſct of, antient criticks, who knew all the 
books of the Old Teſtament, and numbered 
the verſes of each book; and the addition of 
ſuch a book as Daniel to the canon, could 
not have been made without their know. 
ledge; and tho' a ſingle word may ſteal into 
the text now and then, yet that a Whole 
book, and the book of an author, not of 
that account with the Jews as the other pro. 
phets were, ſhould flip into the canon with. 
out obſervation, or oppoſition, is to me al. 
together incredible; and the more ſo, becauſe 
of the prodigious, veneration the Jews: had 
ever after their captivity, for their ſacxed-writ- 


ings, Which they ſcarce ever touched with- 


out a ſuperſtitious; reverence, and which they 

would, much leis, have ſuffered to be corrup- 

ted by the addition of a forged and en 

writing. 

; Indeed the ſuppoſition it, t ſelf is an idle 

and groundleſs one. For after the captivity, 
the 
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f I 1 
e | the copies of the ſacred books were nume- 
* 7 rous, and written with the greateſt exactneſs 
he 1 ; and care; read to the people in the Chaldee 
— language, and after read by ſections on the 
a ſabbath in the ſynagogues. And tho' the 
c | law only was read till the times of Antio- 
d i chus Epiphanes, yet the reading of the pro- 
phets was afterwards introduced, when it 
became much more difficult to add a whole 
book of a ſuſpected author to the canon, 
and Daniel's book could not therefore be 
written after the times of Antiochus Epipba- 
nes; and the compleating of the canon by 
the addition of Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, 
Eſther, and Malachi, in the time of Simon 
the juſt, if he really added them, evidently 
prove them to be anticnt and genuine. 
But to diſcredit Foſephus's account, the 
Schematiſt adds, that he hath put many fa- 
bulous ſtoties into his antiquities. I know 
not what he can infer to his purpoſe- 
from hence, but tizis, that therefore there 
is nothing in Jeſephus true. Let him prove 
the account of Daniel to be a fabulous ſtory 
dy the ſame evident marks, that he can prove 
2 4 be Gs accounts of Joſepbus to be fa- 
5 4 eich M bulous 
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od 
bulous ſtories, and impartial men will regard 
him. That Foſephus his account of the 


opinion of the Jews of his time is genuine, 


appears, in that the Jews have been of the 


fame ſentiment ever ſince, who ananimo con. 


ſenſu librum Danielis inter libros hagiogra. 


phos retulerunt. 
But farther, Zoſephus abridged the forged 


and falſe hiſtory of Areas. Therefore, 
one would think the plain inference ſhould 


be, he abridged ſome antient book, and 


called it the book of Daniel; or therefore 
Joſephus and the Jews had no opinion of 
Daniel as a prophet, and did not believe 


the antiquity of the book of Daniel. The 


book of Ariſteas hath ſome internal marks 
of forgery. And he ought to ſhew this of 


Daniel's book, or his comparing it with 


Ariſteas's, will be looked on only as a 


mark of his ignorance or malice. 


But that which is to be the ſtrongeſt objection 
againſt Zoſephus his account, is, I ſuppoſe, 
reſerved till laſt. He often himſelf diſcredits his 
'0w0n relations, by the apologies he makes for 
himſelf, as reciting things incredible; and in 


particular he diſcredits the book of Daniel. 
For which he tefers us to ſome paſſages in 
Ges | | pies 
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[ 91 ] 
his Antiquities. As this hath ſome ſhew of 
argument, I hope my reader will not think 
me tedious, if 1 briefly examine them. 
On occaſion of Nebuchadneg gars dream, 
and Daniel's interpretation of it, Joſephus 
ſays, e n od mo piles UT Ego TITWY 


c NA fie Th; Yearus g ev TUG age 


gVermuw Al. Kot Jhe 20 Sg ev CPM T1 t 
p rue emonrnourrz Y TW weaſuglu u 
beo noparmplu, pmory Te u e 
Tos ES eau! PS Au et mov es Thy Enid y AwTe 
lar, x Tau” SnAwoav, U Tonga; N 7516 
22/ugow aurO Nov, wil aFamoay oN. 
Poſe ph. Antiq. l. 10. c. 40. F. 6. in fin, 
Let no one blame me, for having re- 
© lated all theſe matters, as I find them in 


A 


© the antient ſcriptures. For in the begin- 


ning of my hiſtory, I guarded againſt" the 


ohjections of thoſe that would either be | 
* canvaſſing or blaming any of the facts 1 
© ſpeak of; and declared, that I would only 


* tranſlate the Hebrew books into Greek, 


without adding to them any thing of my 
* own, or taking from them any thing they 


contain. Which words of Joſephus are ſo 
far from diſcrediting the book of Daniel, 


that they are on the contrary a noble te- 
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[92] 
ſtimony in favour of the authentickneſs and 
antiquity of it. For (1.) he expreſily herein 
declares, that it was £y TOs a2yAatis Albi, 


not as the Schematiſt renders it, in antient 


Biſtary, but in the antient books of ſcrip. 
ture, as he affirms juſt before, evpnce ev 79%; 
ts D YERMPAN. (2.) He ſays, that i in the be- 
ginning of his hiſtory, he guarded againſt 
all, objections that might be made by any 
captious perſons, againſt the accounts of the 
ſacred books; in which words he manifeſtly 
refers to the character he had given of them 
in his introduction to his antiquities, when 
he, declares, That from the ſacred hiſtory 
* we may learn that piety and virtue are re- 
I warded by God with proſperity, and that 


© when men forſake the law of God, they 


c fall into the moſt dreadful calamities. And 
therefore he exhorts all that ſhould read 
q his work, to conſider the nature of God, 
c and to examine whether the works aſcribed 
to God in the Jewiſh writings, by their 
9 law. -giver, were not ſuitable, to his nature, 
and free from all that mixture of vain 
fables, which the writings of others are 
ſtuffed with. And by this rule he deſires, 
that all who would read his hiſtory, would 
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e carefully examine it. It was by this that 
Foſephus guarded himſelf againſt the objeCti- 
ons that any might make to his hiſtory, and 
therefore, he ſays, he confined himſelf entirely 
to the ſcripture account, as believing the whole 
of it agreeable to the nature and perfections of 
God. And therefore having related of Da- 
niel, what he found recorded in the antient 
ſcriptures concerning him, he refers his rea- 
der to his introduction, as containing a ge- 
neral anſwer to all objections that might be 
made againſt it; it not being his province, as 
an hiſtorian, to enter into a particular vin- 
dication of the facts he related, but to give a 


to deliver ev'ry thing as he found it there. 

The turn given to this paſſage by the 
Sehematiſt, is injurious to Joſephus, as it is 
almoſt every part of it injudiciouſly tranſla- 
ted. For according to him, Foſephus ſays, 


As for the truth of this account I will not 


© be anſwerable. You have it as it is, and 
you muſt make the beſt of it. But no- 


thing can be more contrary to Joſephus his 


mind, Who appears to have had the higheſt 
veneration for Daniel, as a prophet, and a 


| 1 full perſyaion of the authenticity and anti- 


| quity 
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[ 94 ] 
quity of his book. Tho' had this been his 
real ſenſe in this paſſage, the Schematiſ? 


could not poſlibly gain any thing by it. For 


whatever opinion he might have of Daniel's 


prophecies, he expreſſiy affirms, that he found 
theſe things er ig agg PBikanic, orin the 
antient ſeriptures. | 

The other paſſage he cites is from the 
11th book of his Antiquities, at the very 
concluſion of it. E pu vv , ws 
Weg xa artyvuy, vTw; Eſpana. et d mis anus; 
er Seu B An Week aT, & Y - 
EXETW Thy £TF@9Y/19|p90U0 luye 1 have wrote 


of theſe things juſt as I found and read 


© them. But if any -perſon will think 
* otherwiſe about them, I am not the 
< perſon who will blame him for his diffe- 
rent opinion. Juſt before, Joſephus very 
gerly gives his opinion concerning the pro- 
phecies of Daxzel, and declares, that he 
© wrote them many years before the things 
© he prophelicd of, came to.:pals z and that 
© whoever would read them, and conſider 
how punQually the events ' anſwered to 
© them, muſt admire Danzel, who was a 
*, perſon ſo highly honoured of God; and 
* would be abundantly convinced of the 
errors 
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[ 95 ] 
errours of the Epicureans, who denied a 
providence, and excluded God from the 
government of the world; becauſe the 
events of things could never have anſwered 
to his predictions, if the world had been 


a 


A 


A 


left entirely to the government of chance.” 


What words can more ſtrongly expreſs any 


man's opinion, than theſe do the ſentiments 


of Joſephus about Daniel? What one ſyllable 


is there to diſcredit the book under his name? 


When he adds, I have wrote theſe things juſt 
as I found them, 'tis in my judgment, an ap- 
peal to the world for the truth of them. 


They were written by Daniel many years 


before they happened; and the event proved 


his prophecies to be true, and this correſpon- 


dence of the prophecy and event, proved 
the interpoſition of God, and his providence 
in the government of the world; which was 
the very point Foſephus was labouring to 
prove. And when he adds, But if any 
one thinks otherwiſe, either disbelieves my 
account, or is not convinced by it of 
the reality of a providence, I am not the 
perſon who will blame him; he writes 
nothing to diſcredit the book of Daniel, 


bur as an honeſt man, who took the liberty 
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[ 96 ] 
of judging for himſelf, and was willing 
every man ſhould enjoy an equal liberty. 


So that the Schemariſt hath not yet proved, 


neither can he prove, that Zoſephus hath 
diſcredited his own relations, and made apo. 
Mies for himſelf, as reciting things incre. 
dible. This is a mean ſuppoſition of his own, 
who either never read the original of Jo- 
ſephns, or contented himſelf with an imper- 
fe tranſlation of it. Joſephus, and the 
Jewiſh nation, in his time, were fully con- 
vinced that Daniel was a prophet, and that 
the book that bears his name, was his work and 
writing, and as much a part of their antient 
canon of ſcripture as any other book what- 
ſoever. All which, added to the former ar- 
guments I have urged, give us, 1 apprehend, 
ſufficient ſatisfaction in this matter, and in- 
deed as much as, in an affair of ſuch a na- 
ture, we are capable of receiving. 

Having thus eſtabliſned the antiquity and 
authority of Daniels book, 1 now ptocecd 
to the conſideration of his particular pro- 
pheſies. The firſt is that mentioned 
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And? in the FO * theſe . ſoall the God of 
| heaven ſet up a kingdom, which ſhall never 

© be deſtroyed and the kingdom ſhall not be 
-::4eft to other people, but it ſhall break in 
pieces and conſume all theſe OG and 
it ſball fand:for euer. 

Eroſwueb at thou ſaweft' that the ſtone was 

cut out ofthe mountain ' Without hands, 

' and thut it breuk” in pieces the iron, the 
:\ braſs, tho clay The Jiboer, andthe gold, the 
great Cod hath made known to the bing 
what ralt tomt-to 1 hertafter. Heh 
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IN. the förtrer per of this Iron dere 
Lare four Niſtihet kingdom keprefentea 
by the ſeverit? metals of the imag e; the gold, 
the : ſilver, the "braſs, and the”; tron. That the 
two firſt are the Baby lopian' and 42e Pe lan, 
all. are agreed. As to the thitd Af d fourth, 


learned men ; "have. differed." 1 Gratins, and 
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others after him, make the third to be 'Shly 


| the, Kingdom f "Alexander, and tlie fourtli 


the Une king dom, under Cetin ſucceſſors, 
A | JD 5330 800 | | N particu- 


5 — 3, — 2 py 
On dE =. 
n ——— TOE IS I Lee ͤ.vQ 
5 Sr — — 8 n . 
— Fe F. 7 2 = —+ get oe 2 —— "=" 
— rt n 2 1 n. CIREER 2 — — — — — x 
- «3 — OE — — 


—— 7 32322 1 2 
— — —_— g — * 
SE nd Ee + > wew wan m2 22 5 on 


r 


> 3; ASS * > 
ö ron + 
* — - 


: re _ . 
We X - 
rr 
_ — fs 4 — 


N —— 


228 


8 


A 


8 


— - 
— — "= NDS 
2 — — 
r 
— * 
— — < * 


. 
| — 
N 


vry 
4 IV 
17 f 
; TB 
| 3:68 
3.8 N 
i" 
35 
+ If 7 
72 5 4 
44 2 
9 25 
+ = 
. 3 
þ + 8 17 
1 
119 
. pr. 
1 2 
bes 
y 5 
4 7 
1 
4 
1.8 
*4 1 
1 
1 9 
1 ? # A 1 
oy ! 
1 7 
W 
31 
it 1 F 
En 1 
38 => 
* bl 1 
9 
44.86 
U F G 


T8 
particularly the Seleucidæ and Lagide : But 
I apprehend they have not fully proved this 


matter. That the third kingdom muſt com- 


prehend Alexander, and the Macedonian 


be 

1 

I 
„ 


princes that ſuccecded him, ſcems plain, 


becauſe the former kingdoms comprehended | 


all the ſucceeding princes of the ſame houſe, 
and nation, even till the ruine of their em- 
pire, and its tranſlation to the different prince 
and nation, that ſucceeded into the ſovereign 
power, and dominion... The Chaldean, or 
Babylonian empire continued ſo dong as the 
Chaldeans held the other nations in Aſia in 
ſubjection, from N ebuchadne gar to Cyrus. 
Under Cyrus, the Perſian empire began, and 
laſted till the Perſiaus themſelves fell under 
the power of the Macedonians, under the 
reign of Darius Codomannus, by whoſe death, 
and the conqueſt of Aſia by. Alexander, the 
the third, or Macedonian kingdom began; be- 
cauſe the Macedonians then became maſters 
of the world, and of conſequence the third 


empire muſt laſt till the Macedonian power 


vas ſubdued, and gave way to the ſuperior 
fortunes and valour of the Romans, under 
whom began the fourth monarchy. And it 
DA; with equal juſtice be pretended, that Ne- 

buchadnezzar 
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| huchaduezzar, and his ſucceſſors, made dif. 
' ferent kingdoms, as that the kingdoms of 


Alexander, and his ſueceſſors were diffe- 
1 >> es 
But Daniel himſelf ſeems plainly to deter- 


mine this matter; for ſpeaking of the ſame 


kingdoms under the figure of beaſts, he re- 
preſents the third by a leopard, with four 
wings, and four heads, and afterwards 
diſtinctly deſcribes the fourth, as druerſe 


from all the beaſts that were befare it, chap. 


vii. 6, 7. Theſe four heads according to Gro. 
tius, were the four cheif captains of Alex. 


ander, who ſucceeded to his power, and of 


conſequence muſt be comprehended in the 


third kingdom, and cannot, according to the 
expreſs words of Daniel, conſtitute the 


fourth; which fourth kingdom, was to break 
in pieces the refidue, i. e. the leopard with its 


four heads, or the remains of the Grecian 


empire begun by Alexander, and continued 
by his four chief commanders. 
J hope our author, when he is at t leiſure, 


will explain this difficulty of the four headed 
beaſt, repreſenting only the third empire, and 
76 repreſenting at the ſame time the fourth 


80 N 2 | alſo. 
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alſo. But as he only walks after Grotius, 
I ſhall make a remark or two, upon that 
learned man's interpretation, for his uſe, and 
that he may. walk after him with caution, 
After he hath explained the beaſt with four 
heads, of Alexander and his four chief cap- 
tains, he explains the fourth beaſt to be the 
kings of Syria and Egypt, becauſe they were 
Macedonians, i. e. He ſeparates the body of 
the beaſt from the four heads, which altoge- 


ther conſtitute one kingdom, according to 


Daniel, and ſo makes the body without the 
heads, and the heads without the body to be 
two diſtin kingdoms. But that the four 
heads may'nt be without a body, he tacks 
them, Riſum teneatis, to the fourth beaſt, 
that had great iron teeth, and ten horns, and 


ſo makes the fourth kingdom, and half of 
the third, to be one and the (elf fame king- 


dom. And it muſt be owned that Grotius, 
and our learned. author after; him, by join- 
ing four leopard's heads to this fourth beaſt, 
have made him much more dreadful and ter- 


rible than even Daniel himſelf had ever de 


ſen ed him. 
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6, g Grotius was very ſenſible that the third 
t | beaſt denoted the whole Macedonian empire 
d | under Alexander and his ſucceſſors, and that 
.be could not make the fourth beaſt to repre- 
r | ſent his ſucceſſors only, without confound- 
ing the two kingdoms, which he therefore 
e expreſſly does in his annotations upon chap. 
e viii. ver. 5. Hircus hic onnes Græcos ſegni- 
f | ficat. Reſpondet ergo hircus hic ventri & cru- 
rtilus ſtatuæ; item Pardo & feræ quartæ; 
o | which remark entirely deſtroys his own in- 
e | terpretation, as being abſolutely contrary to 
e | the moſt expreſs words of Daniel, who 
r 
$ 


. 5 — 15 = * * 
r ˙· re ee ge I OR 


every where ſpeaks of four diſtin kingdoms, 

which Grotius hereby reduces to three. 
Nothing in nature can be more diſtinct 
than Daniel's account of the four kingdoms. 
ce | In Nebuchadnezzar's viſion they are denoted 
. by the ſeveral diſtinct metals of gold, ſiluer, 
braſs, and iron. In Daniel's viſion by four 
: different beaſts, a /yon, a bear, a leopard with 
aur wings of a fowl, and four heads, and 
the fourth by a beaſt exceedingly dreadful, 
I Terrible and ſtrong, or more ſo than any of 
| the former, and diverſe from all the beaſts 
that were before it, even different from the 
- IIS - | leopard 
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leopard with four wings and four heads: a 
very natural repreſentation of theſe king. 
doms, which were creed and ſupported by 
rapine, cruelty, and blood. If therefore the 


beaſt with four heads denoted one kingdom, 


that kingdom which was firſt erected by one, 
and continued under four ſucceſſors of the 
ſame nation, muſt be the kingdom intended; 
and therefore the third kingdom cannot be 
the kingdom under Alexander alone ; but 
that kingdom, which was begun by him, 


and afterwards divided amongſt his four prin- 
cipal commanders; for the four wings and | 


four heads are the diſtinguiſhing characteri- 
ſticks of this third kingdom. 

This will appear yet more plain, if poſſi- 
ble, from the particular repreſentation given 
of the third kingdom by Daniel chap. viii. 
denoted by an he-goat, that had a notable 
horn between his eyes, upon the breaking of 
which came up four other netable horns. 

Every one ſees how exactly this agrees with 
the leopard with four wings and heads; and 
tis evident that the kingdom is repreſented 


by the he. goat, and not by the horns, which 


are only the circumſtances to determine the 
nature 
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nature of it, and diſtinguiſh it from the reſt. 


And therefore upon the breaking the firſt 


horn, the he. goat, the kingdom, ſtill ſubſiſted, 
and had four horns inſtead of one, 1. e. in- 
ſtead of being ſubject to one abſolute mo- 
narch, became divided and ſubje& to four. 


Out of one of theſe four horns, or out of 


one of the four families, that were to govern 


this divided kingdom, came forth a little 
horn, a prince, who, tho at firſt, was of 


little power or authority, yet was to grow ex- 
ceeding great, and to be very oppreſlive 
of the pleaſant land, or the land of Judea, 
which came to paſs under Antiochus Epi. 


phane s. From hence tis plain, that this lic tie 


horn cannot be the ſame horn mentioned 
chapter vii. and that therefore they do not 
relate to the ſame kingdom. For the horn 
mentioned in the viith chapter was not to 
come out of one of the four horns; but a- 
mongſt the ten, and to pluck up three of the 
ten by the roots; and the deſcription of his 
power, cruelty, and pride, is in every part 
of it different from that given of the little 
horn, chapter viii. And as it is expreſſly ſaid, 
that it ſhould be 4%/verſe from the firſt, can- 

Hot: 5 o& - Not- 


— S — — ä 
— 4 3 — > _— v * 2 yy — 
* — d : * 5 5 r — E "Za 
45 "ne - ah ra rr EE OTIS — oo oy not ff ns DT — 
* . n — OE: Sn Er een. - — 
— 2 — I - I 
——ů ů —ů — F - . * =» 8 
K >= tvs ch -m wy 24 — — — —— a 2 


— 
— 


— + — —— * 2 e . * 
— P4 2 marks on = — 
* . " — RT. x 
8 K 
T ng nr 
+. \ 1 12288 2 2 2 
rr... ..... 


8 g — 
e * 
F 2 — 
+ Pe * 3 „ 
TOS oth —— — 
— 


1 "4, & 4 
1 
= 
K. E 
vs 
- - * 
if; 
* * 
"1 289 
be 1 
1 5 
15 55 
1 f 
10} 
126 
* Lf 
VAN 
by 1 
| M 
Wo 
FE } $5 
PR 
1 
15 
1 


L 1041 

not agree to Antiochus, who was in all re. 
ſpects like his predeceſſors the kings of Aa. 
After this, I ſcarce need to ſay any thing 
more to prove that the fourth kingdom can- 
not mean the ſucceſſors of Alexander. How- 
ever, I obſerve once more, that the deſcrip- 
tion of the fourth kingdom doth by no means 
agree to that of the Seleucidæ and Lagidæ. 
The fourth kingdom ſhall be ſtrong as iron, 
foraſmuch as iron breaketh'in pieces, and ſub- 
dues all things: and as iron that breaketh, 
all theſe, ſhall it break in pieces and bruiſe, 
chap. ii. ver. 40. The plain and only mean- 
ing of which words is, that it ſhould: be a 


more powerful and ſtrong kingdom than any 


of the former. Grotins's' remark here, is 
low: Dare tractabit ſubditos, maxime vero 
Judæos, referring the text, which deſcribes 


the nature of the kingdom, to the cruelty 


of ſome few of its princes. Let Daniel ex- 
plain himſelf, and we ſhall find ſomething 
elſe manifeſtly intended. He tells us, cap. 
vii. 7. 1 ſaw in the night viſions, and be- 
hold a fourth beaſt, dreadful and terrible, 
and ſtrong. exceedingly, and it had great iron 
teeth: it. devoured and brake in Pieces, and 


Hamped the reſidue with the feet of it, and 
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it was diverſe from all the beaſts that were 


before it, which he explains more particular- 


ly, ver. 23. The fourth beaſt ſhall be the 
fourth kingdom upon earth, which ſhall be 


diverſe from all kingdoms, and ſhall devour 


the whole earth, and ſhall tread it down, and 
break it in pieces. Now here are ſeveral 
things that cannot agree to the kingdom of 
the Seleucidæ and Lagidæ. As, 


1. That it ſhould be dreadful and terrible, 
and ſtrong exceedingly, i. e. more ſo than the 
preceeding kingdoms. This is not true in 
fact; for the three former kingdoms, being 
united under one ſovereign prince, were 
much more formidable and ſtrong, than the 
Macedonian empire, when divided under 
ſeveral kings, who were almoſt perpetually 
at war with each other, and ſo far from be- 
ing able to enlarge their dominions, that 
they could not often preſerve what they 


had. 


2. Daniel tells us, that this fourth king- 


dom ſhould devour and break in pieces, and 


| famp the reſidue with the fret of it. It 
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there be any meaning in the word X"NV, it 


muſt ſignify all that remained of the other 
beaſt or kingdom. And therefore the words 


muſt imply a real diſſolution of the former 
kingdoms, or a tranſlation of the empire to 
another family or nation. But how was 
this accompliſhed by the Selucidæ and La- 
gidæ? How can they be ſaid to have broken 
in pieces the remains of Alexander's, or the 
Macedonian kingdom, when they themſelves 
divided and continued it, and were themſelves 
Macedonians by family and birth? Whilſt the 


Macedonians held the ſupreme power in the 


world, the third empire ſubſiſted, juſt as the Ba. 


bylonian and Perſians did, whilſt thoſe nations 


preſerved their dominion and authority 
over others. 


| 3. The fourth kingdom is deſcribed as 
diverſe from all kingdoms that were before 
it. Grotius interprets this expreſſion by 
muito ſevior much more cruel and fierce. 
But this is not the proper meaning of the 
words; and if it was, would not be true of 
the ſucceſſors of Alexander. The plain 


fenſe of the expreſſion is, that the fourth 
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kingdom ſhould be of a different nature and 
conſtitution from the three former; founded 
upon different maxims, and adminiſtred in a 
quite different manner. Whereas the Mace- 
donian or Grecian kingdom was erected, conti- 
nued, and governed by ſoveraign and abſolute 


princes, juſt in the ſame manner as the other 


two kingdoms had been before it. Or if we 
admit the interpretation of Grotius, how 
will our Schematiſt make it appear, that the 
Macedonian princes were more fierce and 


cruel than ſeveral of the Babylonian and 


Perſian kings? Let the lives and actions, of 
thoſe” princes be compared, and we ſhall find 
a parallel to the very crueleſt of the Grecian 
princes. Or if multo ſævior relates to the 
cruelty of the Macedonians towards the Few- 
zſh nation, yet was it much inferior to the 
rage of Nebuchadnezzar, who deſtroyed 
their city, temple, and government, and 
after a prodigious Naughter of that people, 
carried them away from their own land, 

into a ſeventy years captivity 3 3 A vengeance 
never executed on them by any of the ſuc- 
ceſſors of Alexander. 


But 


— 
9 * 4 f 1 - 2 2 2 
* == r | big . ͤꝗ— ͤ K ˙ . — po, . r 
4 er 3 n l . 2 FT: 2 2 — ; We 2 AT * —— * 
= 2 > 


. — 7 * —— SE TI 2 
2 — — * 1 
s F mann —<—__—— — r 
* . 


[ 108 ] 

But our author will have it, that this 
fierceneſs and breaking in pieces, muſt re- 
fer only to the land of Judæa. It is repre. 
ſented, ſays be, as exceedingly oppreſſive, and 
PARTICULARLY of the whole land of Judza, 
p. 161. and for this he quotes, Dan. vii. 7, 
12, 23. I know not whether this learned 
writer, hath any ancient MS. of the Hebrew 
bible, that Grotius, and other authors have 
never ſeen ; not that he hath given the world 
any reaſon to ſuſpect him upon this foot: 
but I am ſure he abuſes Daniel, if the copies 
that I have ſcen be true. For Daniel is ſo 
far from mentioning, ſo very particularly, the 
whole land of Judæa, that he never once lo 
much as mentions it in the places cited, not 
to ſay, that he could not poſſibly intend it 
there. The fourth kingdom, ver. 7. is re. 
preſented as ſtamping the reſidue, or deſtroy: 
ing the other kingdoms. Grotius his com- 


ment here is unworthy himſelf. Sævitia 


denotatur in Judæos maxima. Si 4 vi vos 
reliquerat, eos fæde tractabat. For tis evi 
dent that the nature of the kingdom in ge- 


neral is deſcribed, and not the cruelty of 


one or two princes towards any particular 
nation under their government; juſt as the 
4 — three 
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three former kingdoms are deſcribed in the 


foregoing verſes. And if the reſidue had re- 
ferred to the remains of the Jewiſh nation, 
there muſt have been mention made of it 
before; ſince 'tis little leſs than nonſenſe to 
ſpeak of the remains of ſomething never 
named. I cannot imagine why he cites the 
rzth verſe, in which Judæa can never be in- 
tended. And as to the 23d, there is indeed 
mention of the whole earth, which the 
fourth beaſt was to devour, which according 
to our critick, is, as I ſuppoſe, particularly 


the whole land of Fudea. But how the 


whole earth ſhould be ſo very particularly 
Judæa, deſerves his farther explication. 
I, who am content with more obvious 


criticiſms, will give him my reaſons, why 1 


apprehend the land of Judæa c cannot be in- 


tended. 


1. Becauſe the like 8 is uſed of 
the former kingdom, S. the third ; con- 


cerning which, tis ö it ſhall bear 
rule over all the earth, chap. ii. ver. 39. 


which our Schematiſ? himſelf, 1 dare ay, will 


not explain of the land of Fudea only. And 
therefore 
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therefore, when tis ſaid of the fourth king- 
dom, that it ſhall devour the whole earth, 


and ſball tread it down, and break it in pieces, 


it ſhould, methinks, mean /zterally the whole 
earth, and not myſticaly the land of Judza 
in particular. 


2. Becauſe Danze! himſelf explains the 
whole earth to be the whole earth, and not 
that little part of it called Judæa. For 


_ chap. ii. ver. 40. which is an exactly parallel 


paſſage, he thus deſcribes the fourth kingdom. 
It ſhall be ſtrong as iron, becauſe iron break- 
eth in pieces, and ſubdues every thing. And 
as iron thus breaks every thing in pieces, ſa 
p xe 59 it, viz, the fourth kingdom ſhal/ 
erumble into pieces, or break all theſe, viz, 
the three former kingdoms. The word IN 
is plural, and can refcr to nothing elſe but 
the former kingdoms; and thus the words 
are explained inthe 44th verſe, where 'tis de- 
clared of the 5th kingdom xi tx SD PIN 
it ſhall break in pieces all theſe kingdoms 
Now the ſimile would be but poor and low, 
as well as the grammar falſe, if the meaning 


was, 'as iron breaketh in pieces every thing, 
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ſo the 4th kingdom ſhould break in pieces 
particularly the land of Judæa. And therefore 
as the expreſſion doth and muſt refer to the 
kingdoms foregoing, 'tis a proper explica- 
tion of this paſſage, chap. vii. ver. 23. It ſhall 
devour the whole earth, and ſhall tread it 
down, and break it in pieces. 


z. Becauſe the fourth kingdom, as ſuch, 
and not any particular prince of it, is repre- 
ſented as devouring the whole earth and tread- 
ing it down. Now if this whole carth means 
only Fudza, the fact is not true. For the 
Jews were very much favoured by ſeveral of 
the Egyptian and Syrian kings, and ſuffered 
no more oppreſſion than their neighbours, 
except under Antiochus Epiphanes, who is 
particularly propheſied of by Daniel: and it 
ſeems very unaccountable, that the whole 
fourth kingdom ſhould be deſcribed as ex- 
ceedingly oppreſſive of Judæa, purely for 


the ſake of one or two particular princes. 


4. Laſtly, This account of the fourth king- 


| dom is exactly and literally. true, if hereby 


is dengted the mm empire, which actually 
8 did 


1 


did devour the whole earth, or bring all the 
nations that conſtituted the former king 


doms, and many others not ſubject to chem 


under its dominion and power. | 

Upon the whole, 'tis, I think, abundantly 
evident, that the third kingdom means the 
whole Grecian empire under Alexander and 
his captains. And I would farther obſerve, 
in confirmation hereof, that the Jews ſeem 
ro be of the ſame ſentiment ; for they call 
the kingdom erected by Alexander, and di- 
vided amoneft his followers, the Grec/an 
kingdom. FZoſephus ſpeaks of his captains as 
AdeZars ov O12 ore And Grotius, in his 
comment on Dan. vii. 7. Etiam nunc 
Hebræi 2/fa imperia uno nomine * 
v M2d5D Regnum Græcorum. 

The Roman writers, who have treated of 
this affair, never imagined, that the kingdom 
of Alexander, and his ſucceſſors, were two 
diſtin kingdoms, but one and the ſame, 
even till the reduction of Hria into the 
form of a Roman Province by Pompey. 
Juſtin expreſſly makes mention of the Per- 
ſian and Matedonian empires, and in his ac- 
count of them agrees with the deſcription 


of 


[113 ] 

of Daniel. The Perſian empire he makes 
to be founded by Cyrus, and to be ended 
with the conqueſt of Perſia, under Darius 
Codomannus, by Alexander. Poſtremo vi- 
Gus ab Alexandro vitam pariter cum Per- 
ſarum regno finivit, 1. 10. c. 3. The nex 
empire he ſpeaks of is the Mecedonian, cel 
by Alexander upon his conqueſt of Pexſia, 
and continucd under the Macedonian princes, 
whom he often calls Alexandri ſucceſſores, 
and whoſe empire he expreſſly denotes by In. 
perium Macedonicum, 1. 41. c. 2. And 
when ſpeaking of Arſaces, the founder of the 


Parthian empire, he adds, Sic Arſaces quæ- 
ſito ſimul conſtitutoque regno, non minus me- 
morabilis Parthis, quam Perſis Cyrus, Mace- 


donibus Alexander, Romanis Romulus, J. 41. 
6. 5. So that the Macedonian kingdom, or 
Daniel's third kingdom, was that which was 
begun by Alexander, and continued under 
his Macedonian ſucceſſors; juſt as the Roman 
empire was that empire which was begun 
by Romulus, and ſupported and enlarged by 
the power and conqueſts of the Romans : 
And theſe ſeveral empires received their 
names, not from the founders of them, but 


from the different nations, which from time 
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to time held the ſupream authority and pow- 
er. Several other teſtimonies might be ad— 


ded ; but I will not be tedious in ſo plain a 


matter. 

I hope by this time it appears pretty 
plain, that the third kingdom of Daniel muſt 
mean the whole Macedonian or Grecian king- 
dom; the deſcription of the 4th not being 
in any manner applicable to the kingdoms 
of the Seleucide and Lagidæ. But J can't 
help farther obſerving, that whereas Grotius 


explains the ten horns of the fourth beaſt, of 


ten kings, five of Prolemy's family, and five 


of Seleuchus, which he particularly mentions, 


'tis arbitrary, and without any foundation 
of hiſtory. He hath omitted Antigonus, onc 
of the greateſt of Alexander's ſucceſſots, 


and Demetrius his ſon, who had often Phe- 


nicia and udæa under their power; men- 
tions Prolemy Lagus and Philadelphus, who 
were both friendly to the Jews, fo far were 
they from devouring the whole earth; paſſes 
over ſeveral of the Hrian kings, to make 
way for others, who had as' $little concern with 
the Jews, as thoſe he omits, partictlarl 7 K 
leuchus Calli inicus, who doth not appear ever 
to haye been in Jide, or poſſeſſed the 
Launer; 
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country 3 and tho' he ſays, that the ten kings 
mentioned by him, c. vii. v. 7. are to be 
found in the eleventh chapter; yet as he hath 
found in that prophecy, ſeveral others, be- 
ſides thoſe ten, ſuch as Antiochns Theus, Ce- 
lenchus Ceraunus, Philip of Macedon, &c. 
I cannot imagine why they ought not to be 
brought in amongſt the ten horns, as well as 
thoſe that he hath mentioned : and. laſtly, 
that the ten horns cannot refer to Alexan- 
ders ſucceſſors is abundantly plain; becauſe 
in the deſcription of the third, or Macedo- 
nian kingdom, under the image of 4 goat, 
there is mention made only of the great horn, 
which is the kingdom of Alexander, and of 


four horns ſtanding up in the room of that 


one when broke, i. e. of the diviſion of his 
empire into four parts. Now if the ten 


Horns were ten Macedonian princes, it will 


appear very ſtrange, that in a particular de- 


ſeription of that empire, they ſhould be en- 


tirely omitted. The truth is, that Daniel's 
prophecies do not relate to the ſucceſſion of 
the princes, but to the nature of their empire. 


Hence the Medo- Perſi an is repreſented by 
the arms, the Macedonian by 4 leopard with 
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four heads, and by à rough goat with one 
horn, and four others ſprouting up in the ſame 


beaſt, upon the breaking of the firſt ; and 
the fourth cmpire as different from all the 
reſt, for reaſons that ſhall ſoon be men. 
tioned. . 

I ſhall only beg the e patience to ob. 
ſerve once more Grotius his great exactneſs 
in his accounting for Daniel's prophecies. 
'Tis on, c. vii. p. 8. I conſidered the horns, 
and behold there came up among ſt them ano- 


ther little horn, before whom there were three 


of the firſt horns pluckt up by the roots. This 
little horn Grotius makes to be Antiochus 
Epiphanes, and the three horns pluckt up by 
him, to be Seleuchus, his brother; Demetri- 
us the ſon of Jeleachus; and Ptolemy Phi. 
lapater, of Egypt. Now that not one of 
theſe can be intended, is moſt evident. For 
Antiochus's elder brother Seleuchus was 
treacherouſſy ſlain by Heliodorus, his trea- 
ſurer, before Ant iochus was come from 


Nome; and Demetrius, the ſon of Seleuchus, 


did not ſtir for the kingdom of Hria till 


Antiochus was dead, after which he was in 
in poſſeſſion of the throne. And tho' Pro- 


lemy ſuffered great loſſes by Antiochus, yet 
was 
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was he never able to conquer the Apt. 


an kingdom, which Ptolemy was in poſſeſſi- 


on of after the death of Antiochus. Beſides, 
Grotius makes Antiochus Epiphanes to be 
one of the ten horns, and at the ſame time 
that little horn, that was to come amoneſt 
the ten; whereas Daniel doth moſt evident- 
ly diftinguiſh them. But, not to enlarge on 
this head, | 

If the third kingdom is the Grec/an or 
Macedonian, 'tis evident that the fourth 
univerſal empire, which was ſet up in the 
world, and which is undoubtedly the fourth 


kingdom in Daniel, muſt be the Roman, 


which he deſcribes, cap. ii. 40-—43., And 
the fourth kingdom ſhall be ſtrong as iron, 


| foraſmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and 


ſubdueth all things; and as iron that break- 


eth all theſe, ſhall it break in pieces and 
bruiſe. And whereas thou ſaweſt the feet 


and toes, part of potters clay, and part of 


iron, the kingdom ſhall be divided, but there 
ſhall be in it of the ſtrength of the iron, for- 
aſmuch as thou ſaweſt the iron mixed with 
miry clay. And as the toes of the feet were 
part of iron and part of clay, ſo the kingdom 
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ſhall be partly ſtrong, and partly broken. And 


whereas thou ſaweſt iron mixed with miry 
clay, they ſhall mingle themſelves with the 
ſeed of men, but they ſhall not cleave one to 
another, even as tron is not mixed with clay, 
Concerning this kingdom, I would obſerve 


1. The nature of it in general. It ſhall be | 


ſtrong as iron, foraſmuch as iron breaks in 
pieces and weakens every thing; and therefore 
as iron thus breaks in pieces, it, viz. the 
fourth kingdom ſhal/ crumble into pieces, and 
Great all theſe, i. e. the three former king- 
doms. This deſcription agrees well to the 
Roman empire, and the event anſwered this 
prediction, for the Roman empire was vaſtly 
more extenſive and ſtrong, than any of the 
preceeding three, and brought all the remains 
of the Macedonian empire under its ſub- 
jeQion. 


2. I would obſerve, that Daniel ſeems to 


divide it into three ſeveral periods. The fitlt 
is this kingdom in its ſtrong and flouriſhing 

_ eſtate, which ſeems to be denoted by the 
iron _ before there was any thing of the 
weaknels 
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Weakneſs of the clay in it. The ſecond is 
the ſame kingdom, weakned by the divided 
ſtate of the empire, denoted by the feet, which 
were part of potters clay, and part of iron; for 
which reaſon the prophet tells us the kingdom 
ſhall be divided, tho there ſhould be in it ſome- 
what of the ſtrength of iron, becauſe the iron 


was mixed with the clay, The third is the 


ſame empirc, in a yet farther ſtate of declen- 
ſion, during which one part of it was to be 
abſolutcly deſtroyed, denoted by the toes, 


the extremity of the image; and of con- 


ſequence, the laſt period of this fourth 
empire. As the toes of the feet were 
part of iron, and part of clay, fo the king- 


dom ſhall be partly ſtrong, and partly broken ; 


2. . one part of this divided empire ſhall re- 
main, and the other part be entirely deſtroy- 
ed. And as the laſt period of this kingdom 
is denoted by the toes, this ſecms to intimate 
that the remaining part which was not-bro- 
ken, ſhould be divided into ten diſtin king- 
doms, or governments. This agrees well 


with the account Daniel gives us, chap. vii. 
Behold a fourth beaſt, dreadful and terrible, 


reſt 
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reſt, as N may be rendered; and it had 
great iron teeth, it devoured andbreak in pieces 


and ſtamped the reſidue, all that remained of 
the former kingdoms, and it was diverſe from 
all the beaſts that were before it ; firſt began 
by kings, then under conſuls and dickators, 
then under emperors, then divided, then part- 
ly deſtroyed, and at laſt divided into ten /eſſer 
kingdoms ; for it had ten horns, I conſidered 
the horns, and behold their came up among jt 
them another little horn, diverſe from the 
the reſt, which by the after deſcription of it, 
ſeems to denote a power, which ſhould be 
of a different nature from all the reſt. In 
the two firſt empires there was nothing pe- 


culiar ; as the third was created by Alex. 


ander, and divided afterwards amongſt his 
four principal commanders, therefore Da- 
nel denotes it by a leopard with four heads 
and as the fourth was to undcrgo very pe— 
culiar alterations, he gave ſuch a deſcription 
of it, as plainly points out theſe alterations 
to us. So that in cycry reſpect this account 
of Daniel agrees with the circumſtances of 
the Roman empire, and cannot with any 
truth 
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1 
truth of hiſtory be applied to that of the Se- 
leuc idæ and Lagide. 


Florus, the Roman hiſtorian, WI out to 


us this threefold period of the Roman empire, 
and gives us in a few words the livelieſt de- 
ſcription of the great changes it underwent. 
He tells us that it was in its higheſt ſtrength 
and glory to the concluſion of the Numan- 
tine war. That from thence to the times of 
Marius and Sy/la, it became like iron, grew 
fierce and bloody, and was weakened by its 
domeſtick ſlaughters and confuſions; and that 
at length it cruelly tore and devoured it ſelf 
by the factions of Marius and Hlla, Cæſar 
and Pompey. Hactenus Populus Romanus 
pulcher egregius pius ſanctus atque magnifi- 
cus : reliqua ſecula, ut grandia æque, ita vel 
magis turbida & fada.— Centum hos 
priores, quibus Africam, Macedoniam, Sici- 
liam, Hiſpaniam domuit, aureos jure meri- 
toque fateatur : Centum ſequentes, ferreos 


plane & cruentos, &., quid immanius. See 
Dan. ii. 40. and vii. 7 . Quippe | qui Jugur- 


thinis, Cimbricis, ' Mithridaticis, Parthicis 
bellis, Gallicis atque Germanicis— Grac- 


957 Druſiagggſque cædes, ad hoc Servilia 
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Bella miſcuerunt ; & nequid turpitudini deſit 
Gladiatoria. Deuique in ſe ipſe converſus, 
Marianis atque Syllanis, noviſſime Pompeii 
Cæſaris manibus, quaſi per rabiem & furs. 
rem & nefas ſemet ipſe laceravit, lib. ii. c. 
19. And in another place, ſpeaking of the 
tranſlation of the ſuprecam power from the 
people to the Cæſars, he tells us, that the 
whole empire became diſordered and ſhocked 
by civil wars, and engagements by land and 
ſea. Marco Antonio, Publio Dolabella con- 
fulibus, imperium Romanum jam ad Cæſares 
transferente fortuna, varius & multiplex civi- 


tatis motus fuit. Quodque in annua cel; con. 


verſione fieri ſolet, ut mota ſidera tonent, ac 
ſuos flexus tempeſtate ſygnificent ; ſic cum Ro- 
manæ dominationis, i. e. humani generis con- 
verſione, penitus intremuit, omnique genere 
adiſcriminum, civilibus, terreſtribus ac nava- 
libus bellis, omne imperii corpus agitatum 
4... Theſc words evidently point 
out the diſtracted ſtate and condition of the 
Roman empire, thro the rage, cruelty, and 
ambition of ſome of its particular comman- 
ders. And as the moſt bloody wars prepared 
the Way. for the tranferting the ſupream 
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power to the Cæſars, who entirely ſwallow- 


ed up the liberties of the people, this is juſt- 
ly to be eſteemed as its laſt period, denoted 
by rhe toes, the very extremity of the image, 
during which period the ffi kingdom was 
to be erected by the God of heaven. 

Others of the Roman writers intimate 
much the ſame with Florus; viz. that the em- 
pire was in the moſt flouriſhing and vigorous 
ſtate, to the time of the Aſiatick war, after- 
wards weakened by the introduction of wealth 


and luxury, and at laſt moſt cruelly torn by 


the civil wars of Marius and SHlla, Ceſar 
and Pompey. Livy tells us, of Cn. Man- 
lius, quod diſciplinam militarem omni genere 
licentiæ corruperat. Neque ea ſola infamiæ 
erant, que in provincia procul ab oculis fatta 


narrabantur. Luxuriæ enim peregrine origo 


ab exercitu Aſiatico invecta in urbem eſt. 


After which he recites the ſeveral ſorts of 


luxury that were introduced, Jb. 39. cap. 6. 
Juvenal dates the firſt corruption of the city 
by luxury and lewdneſs from the ſame 
tune: | 
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3 Syrus in Tiberim _—_ Orontes 
Et linguam & more 
Vexit, & ad Circum juſſas proſtare . 
Sat. 111, ver, 62, Cc. 


And in another place, 


Nunc patimur longe pacis mala: ſevior armis 
Luxuria incubuit, vittumque ulciſcitur orbem. 

Nullum crimen abeſt, facinuſque libidinis, ex quo 
Paupertas Romana perit. ; 


5 aluſt is more expreſs, who tells us, Labore 


atque juſtitia reſpublica crevit ; reges magni 
bello domiti; nationes feræ & popult ingen. 


tes vi ſubacti. That afterwards primo pecu- 
niæ, dein imperii cupido crevit. Ea quaſi 


materies omnium malorum fuere. And that 


at laſt, Paſtquam L. Sulla armis recepta re- 
publica, rapere omnes, trahere, domum alius, 
alius agros cupere; neque modum, neque mo- 
deſtiam victores habuere; fæda, crudeliaque 
in cives facinora facere. In Bel. Catilin. 


If 
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If then this Ath kingdom denotes the 1 
nan empire, twill be caſy to diſcern, which 
muſt be the fifth, eſpecially if we conſider 
the deſcription given of it. In the days of 
theſe kings ſhall the God of heaven ſet up a 
kingdom, which ſhall never be deſtroyed, and 
the kingdom ſhall not be left to other people, 
but it ſhall break in pieces and conſume all 
theſe kingdoms, and it ſhall ſtand for ever. 
Foraſinuch as thou ſaweſt the ſtone was cut 
out of the mountain without hands, and that it 


brake in pieces the iron, the braſs, the clay, 


the fuluer and the gold, the great God hath 


made known to the king, what ſhall come to 


| paſs hereafter. That this kingdom means 
the kingdom of the Meſſiah, may, I think, 


be made extreamly probable by * con- 


ſiderations. As, 


1. Becauſe this was the only univerſal 


kingdom, ever pretended to be erected, ſince 
the Roman empire; and of ſuch a kingdom 
the prophecy manifeſtly ſpeaks, when it tells 
us, that it ſhall break in pieces and conſume 


all theſe kingdoms, the iron, the braſs, the 


2. From 
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2. From the time of its commencement, 
which 1 think the prophecy abſolutely de- 
termines. As the Roman empire was at 
firſt to be as iron, firm and ſtrong, and to 
ſubdue the, world by its power, ſo afterwards 
it was to degenerate, and to loſe its firft 
ſtrength and vigour; to be like iron and clay, 
divided in it ſelf, and therefore of a much 
weaker conſtitution than' before : and yet 
nevertheleſs it was to have in it of the 
ſtrength of iron, becauſe the iron was mixed 
with the miry clay. It was in this ſtate of 
the Roman empire, that the kingdom of the 
God of heaven was to be erected. This 


Daniel expreſſly affirms. For after he had 


declared, whereas thou ſaweſt iron mixed with 
miry clay, they ſhall mingle themſelves with 
the ſeed of men, but they ſhall not cleave one 
to another, even as iron is not mixed with 
clay; or whercas ſome of the princes of this 
empire ſhall endeavour to unite and ſtrengthen 


themſelves by intermarriages, they ſhall not 


agree, but divide and weaken it by their 
diſſentions and wars. He adds, In the 
days of theſe kings, ſpall the God of heaven 
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ſet up a kingdom. i. e. during the continu- 
ance of the Roman empire, but in the days 
of thoſe kings or princes that govern'd it, 
when tho' it had of the ſtrength of iron, yet 
was in a ſtate of great declenſion from its 
original firmneſs and vigour. At this ſeaſon, 
when the ruine of the libertics of mankind, 
and the Roman empire it ſelf was fixed and 
determined, by the introduction of the im- 


perial abſolute power, did the kingdom of 


our bleſſed Saviour begin, and to this day 
hath never been deſtroyed. 

So that our author's explication of theſe 
words, In the days of theſe kings, by In the 
days of the Seleucidæ and Lagidæ, is far from 
being proved by him, or true in it ſelf. And 
when he asks, //here were there more kings 
than one of one kingdom at a time, but inthe 
kingdom of the Scleucide and Lagidæ, the 
queſtion is impertinent; becauſe Daniel's pro- 
phecy doth not fay, that there ſhould be more 
governors than one at a time, in the fourth 
kingdom, when the kingdom of the God 
of heaven ſhould be erected; but that it 
ſhould commence in the days of thoſe kings 
or princes, who governed this empire in its 
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[158 ] 
laſt period, or moſt declining ſtate, when 
tho' there was ſomewhat of the firmneſs of 
iron, yet there was a great mixture in it of 
the miry clay. When he asks farther, How 
could any kingdom ſet up amongſt the Ro- 
mans, be then ſaid to be ſet up in the days 
of thoſe kings: 1 anſwer, that it was never 
propheſi ed, that the fifth kingdom ſhould be 
ſet up in the days of the Seleucide and La. 
gidæ, but on the contrary, during the being 
of the fourth kingdom, and in that ſtate of 
it which I have before deſcribed. And if 
the God of heaven did ſet up a fifth king: 
dom, during this ſtate of the Roman empire, 
it muſt be the kingdom of the prince Meſſias, 
which was then erected, and beſides which 
there was no other that was erected. 
_ Under this head I would obſerve, that the 
period fixed by Daniel, for the erection of 
the fifth kingdom, abſolutely demonſtrates, 
that this fifth kingdom cannot be the Roman 
empire, and that the inference. of the Sche- 
matiſt, p. 164. is falſe, viz. 1f then the God 


eee 4. fifth kingdom in the days 


of the mentioned kings, he ſet up then the Ro- 
man Aden upon the ruins of 1 the kingdom 
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of the Seleucidæ and Lagidæ. For the Ro- 
man empire was not erected, or begun, or 


ſet up under any of the Seleucide and La- 
gidæ, but long before thoſe families had a 


name, or being in the world. I deſire my 
reader to obſerve, that the prophecy ſpeaks 


of the firſ# riſe of the 5th kingdom, what- 


ever kingdom that was, and not of a king- 
dom come to its full power and ſtrength: 
it was to be at firſt no more than a /fone in 
compariſon of a mountain; its beginnings 
were to be ſo very ſmall as to be ſcarce 
diſcernible, liłe a ſtone cut out of a moun- 
tain, as without hands, which no one could 
perceive the forming or ſhaping of; and that 
this riſe was to happen in the days of thoſe 


kings that governed the fourth empire in its 
declining ſtate. And by conſequence the 


Roman empire can never be intended, which 
tho' it had very ſmall beginnings, yet was ſo 
far from being begun during the continu- 
ance of the fourth kingdom, that the riſe of 
it was before the erection of the firſt, or Ba- 


bylonian empire. Bur if the fifth kingdom 
is that of the prince Meſſias, it exactly agrees 


with Daniel's account; it aroſe with im- 
R perceptable 
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[139] 
perceptable beginnings, and in 1 the days of 
thoſe princes that governed the 4th empire, 


in that period of it which is repreſented by 
the iron mixed with miry clay. But, 


3. This fifth kingdom appears to be that 
of the Meſſias Jeſus, from the entire de- 
ſcription of it, every part of which agrees 
to the kingdom of Jeſus, and to no other. 
Ars, | 


1. It was to be a kingdom ſet up by the 


God of heaven. The other four were crc: 
ed by the power and policy of earthly kings 


and princes, and ſupported by rapine, cruelty 
and bloodſhed, and were therefore fitly de- 
noted by rave nous beaſts. This was to be 
raiſed immediately by God, and of conſe- 


quence by methods more ſuitable to his na- 


ture and perfections, that it might appear to 
be by his immediate interpoſition, or that 


the power might be ſeen to be of God and 
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not of Man. 
But here the Schematiſt objects, that 4. 
to Cod ſetting % the kingdom of the Ro- 


Fong; #t is no more than what is ſaid of 


N cbuchadnezzar , 
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Nebuchadnezzar's, or the Babylonian king- 
dom, and an expreſſion ſuited to the notion 
of the Jews, who attributed all great events 
direttly fo God. Undoubtedly the Jews are 
very right in aſcribing the government of the 
world to God, and in making the ſtate of 
nations to depend on the diſpoſal and order- 
ance of his providence ; and I ſhould think 
that every conſiderate Deiſt muſt do ſo too. 
I am ſure none but downright Materialiſts 


or Atheiſts can deny it. As to the former 


part of the objection, would obſerve that 
our author's remark is not true; for Daniel's 
expreſſion to Nebuchadnezzar is, the God of 


heaven hath given thee a kingdom; which 


is vaſtly different from that made uſe of with 
reſpect to the fifth, he God of heaven ſhall ſed 
up 4 kingdom; as different as God's permit- 


ting a tyrannical prince to erect an empire 


by force of arms, is from God's erecting by 
his own power a kingdom for himſelf. This 
difference will appear more plain from the 
viith chapter, ver. 13, 14. where Daniel ſaw 
one like the ſon of man, who came with the 
clouds of beaven, and came to the ANTIENT 


OF DAYS, Who gave him dominion and glory, 
R 2 Izßhat 
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that all languages ſbould ſerve him. 1 inſiſt 


on the plain and literal ſenſe of this paſſage, 


which is, that the 5th kingdom was the imme- 

diate donation of the ancient of days to one 

like the ſon of man, and of conſequence im- 

mediately raiſed by the power of God him- 
ſelf. But, 


2. This kingdom was never ta be deſtroyed, 
but to ſtand for ever, which deſcription is 
not true of the Babylonian, Perſian, Mace. 
donian, or Roman empires, which are all of 
them fallen long ſince under the ruins of 


their own weight. Our author hath indeed 


accounted, in his way, p. 164. for this part 
of the deſcription, when he tells us, This 
feems a proper application of the Jews to 
the Romans, who were their great protector 
and allies, and who could not but be pleaſed 
to. be told of the durableneſs of their kingdom. 
But it unfortunately happens, that this pro- 


phecy was delivered before ever the Fews 


had heard of the Roman name; or ſuppoſing 


I ſhould allow that the book of Daniel was 
written in the time when this Author would 


have it, 2. e. the time of the expiration of the 
| ue weeks, and the death of Antiochus 
Epiphanes 
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Epiphanes, yet the rcaſon he aſſigns, why- 


the anthor of the book of Daniel ſpeaks of 
the durableneſs of the Roman empire cannot 
be true, Vis. his paying a-complement to the 
Romans, the great protectors and allies of the 


Jews. For the Romans afforded no protecti- 


on to the Jews againſt the attempts of Am 
zzochus, who after he had been forbidden by 


Popillius, the Roman Ambaſſador, to pro- 


cced' in his deſigns againſt Ag ypt, vented 
all his fury and indignation againſt the Jewiſh 


nation; prophaning their temple, and putting 


many of them to death in the moſt cruel 


and barbarous manner, Nor doth. it appear 
that the Jews ever made any league with the 
Romans, till three or four years after the 
death of Antiochus, viz. under the Govern 
ment of Judas Maccabeus. Nor did they 

receive much benefit from this alliance, be- 

ing, after this, often harraſſed by the Syrian 


princes, who flew Judas and Jonathan, 


and made frequent invaſions, particularly in 
the time of John Hircanus, thirty years af. 
ter Antiochus Epiphanes's death, when the 
| Jews were in danger of being entirely extirpa- 


eg by eftioghns, Sideres ; nor did they re- 


ceive 
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ceive any particular favours from the Romans 
till about nine years after. But Daniels 


real ſenſe will be more plainly determined 
by the next words. | 


3. It was not to be left to any ather people. 
It was to be erected by God in a peculiar 
manner, and to extend it ſelf over all the 


nations, and ſtill to conſiſt of the ſame peo- 


ple, without any alteration or change of their 
name. What this people were to be, and by 
what name to be called, the prophet expreſſly 


declares, in a ſecond repreſentation of this 


kingdom a name, I apprehend, not very 
applicable to the Roman people, Chap. vii. 
ver. 17, 18. Theſe great beaſts, which are 
four, are four kings, or kingdoms, which 
ſhall ariſe out of the earth. But the ſaints 
of the moſt high ſhall take the kingdom, and 
poſſe eſs the kingdom for ever, even for ever 
and ever. I am apt to think that our Sche- 
matift 1 muſt take the myſtick and allegorical 
way, to make the ſaints of the moſt high, 
to be a deſcription. of the Romans. And 
yet of ſuch Saints was this 5th kingdom to 
conſi ſt, and never to depart from them; a 
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ture of the kingdom, and by whom it was 
to be — and governed. 


4. The manner of its riſe and progreſs 
ſhews the nature of this kingdom. It was 
to be as a ſtone cut out of 4 mountain wit h- 
out hands. Its firſt beginnings were to be 
but ſmall, as a ſtone in compariſon of a moun- 
tain. It was to be cut out of the mountain. 
This expreſſion by it ſelf, ith our author, I 
confeſs, ſeems not very intelligible ; and he 
thinks Grotius his expoſition to be tos preca- 
rious, and not clear enough to build any hypo- 


theſis upon, p. 165. 1 agree with him that 
Grotius his comment is quite foreign to the 


ſenſe of Daniel, who I think hath. very 
plainly interpreted himſelf. For in the 35th 
verſe, the great mountain evidently ſignifies 
a large empire or kingdom. Latiſſimum im- 


perium, ſaith Grotius; and therefore it muſt 


denote the ſame here; and the fone cut ont of 


the mountain, means, . that the 5th kingdom 


ſhould ariſe out of the 4th, or in the very 
Roman empire it ſelf. " Io was not only ro 
commence during the being of the 4th king- 

dom, 
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dom, but ids to ariſe. out. of it; which 
deſcription is ſo very particular that it can 
agree to nothing elſe but the kingdom of our 
Lord, which aroſe out of the Roman empire, 
and gradually ſpread it ſelf all over it. Again, 
It was to be cut out without hands. Begun 
by no human power, but, as it were, inviſi. 
bly by God himſelf; yet at laſt to grow ſo ex. 
tenſive, as to comprehend within it ſelf the 
four empires before mentioned. The ac- 
compliſnment of which part of the prophecy 
every one will diſcetn without my farther 
pointing it out. 


But the Schematiſt objects, This TRE, 
of God to be ſet up — repreſented by the ſtone, 
cannot be the kingdom of the Meſſiah Jeſus, 
becauſe his kingdom is not like the kingdom: 


Daniel ſpeaks of. Daniel ſpeaks of empires 
or kingdoms ſet up and preſerved by human 
policy, and by force of arms. Whereas Jc(us' 
kingdom is a ſpiritual kingdom. 1 anſwer, 
this Would be to the purpoſe, if true. But 
the prophecy ' it ſelf abſolutely determines 
the difference. The four kingdoms were of 
tlie kind he mentions. But the fifth king 


dom was to be of a Sls different nature; 
and 


th 
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and to conſiſt of ſuch a people, as were not 


to be governed by worldly policy and force. 


I appeal to Daniel. 

As to Its erection, the kingdom was to 
be ſer up by the God of heaven. Surely 
the literal meaning of theſe words can 


never be, It ſhall be ſer up by worldly 


policy and force. As it was to be erected 


by God, ſo it was to be governed in an 
human, gentle manner. The kingdom was 
to have nothing in it of brutal cruelty and 


fierceneſs, but to be given to one, who ap- 


peared like the ſon of man, to one beloved 
of the antient of days, whom all nations 
and languages were to ſerve, The ſubjects of 


this kingdom were alſo to be of a different 


character from thoſe of the former. They 
were to be ſaznts, holy and good men; they 


were to tale the kingdom, or as Daniel ex- 


preſſes it elſewhere, the kingdom ſhould not be 
left to any other people. How vaſtly different 


is this entire deſcription from what is given 


of the other kingdoms, all repreſented by 
furious and ravenous beaſts? Tis indeed ſaid 
that it ſhould: break in preces and. conſume all 
the former kingdoms, i. e. it ſhould put an 
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[ 138 * 
end to all the univerſal monarchies of the 
earth, even to that of the Romans them- 
ſelves. This was effected by the revolt of 
ſeveral of the Provinces, and by the incurſi. 
ons of the barbarous nations into others, till 
at laſt the Roman empire, after innumerable 


wars, was torn and divided into ſeveral leſſer 


kingdoms, many of which remain, even to 


this day. - 
In the room, and upon the ruines of theſe 


former. kingdoms, the 5th univerſal mo- 


narchy was to be erected. All mations, 
people, and languages, were to ſerve him, 
Who appeared ie the ſon of man. But 
how were they to ſerve him? Not by being 
reduced by force of arms, but by becom- 
ing Saints, This was to be the ſacred 
people under his care, from whom the king- 


dom was never to pafs away to others; and 


of conſequence this kingdom was to be erect- 
ed and ſupported by quite different methods 
and maxims from any. of the former. And 
therefore as the breaking in pieces and con- 
ſuming, ſpoken of, Dan. ii. 44. means only 
the diſſolution of the former kingdoms, ſo 
when, the sth is particularly deſcribed 
„ chap. 


* 


C199]; 
chap. vii. there is not one expreſſion made uſe 
of, that conveys to us the leaſt notion of tem- 


poral dominion and power. 
But however, all that I have ſaid may 


perhaps paſs for nothing. For what doth. 


it ſignify to talk of the kingdom of a 
Meſſiah, if that kingdom is not yet ſet up, 
as the Schematiſt inſinuates, p. 166, &c. I 
perfectly agree with him, that the chief 
rule we ſeem to have from the New Teſta- 
ment, whereby to know, whether this king- 
dom is commenced or not, is to conſider; 
what is promiſed to be done on, or after, its 
commencement, and if the things are done 
as promiſed, we have then a right to ſay, 
the kingdom of Chriſt is come ; but if the 
things are not yet done, we have no right 
1 ſay, the kingdom of Chriſt is come. 
Two of the reaſons he mentions, to 
prove that the kingdom of Chriſt is not 
come, are very acute, Mr. Whiſton ſays, 
Chriſt's kingdom of righteouſneſs was not 
ſet up in the year 1716. And Dr. Hare 
ſays, Chriſt is to have no kingdom, till after 
the day of judgment. This reaſoning I can- 

5 8 2 not 
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not anſwer : His other objections 1 think! 
can; for the ſeveral texts of ſcripture he hath 
produced, either relate to very different 
things, than thoſe for which he cites them, 
and are nothing to his purpoſe, or prove 
the contrary to what he cites them for. 

The coming. of the ſon of man ſome- 
times denotes his coming to deſtroy the 
J ews, Malt. xxiv. ſometimes his appearance 
to the univerſal judgment, Malt. xxv. In 
like manner the kingdom, and the kingdom 
of God, denote the Goſpel ſtate, Luke xiii. 


Sometimes the kingdom of heavenly | 


glory, Matt. xxv. 34, &c. Our author 
hath - injudiciouſly confounded theſe things, 
either for want of underſtanding, or faith- 
fully repreſenting the ſenſe of the paſſages 
he cites, and that without caring whether 
they make for him or againſt him. And 
therefore to prove that the kingdom of 
Chtiſt is not come, he urges ſeveral paſ- 
ſages of ſcripture, that Prove. the very thing 
-he is arguing. againſt. 


Thus the things promiſed are, that Feru- 


falem Should be compaſſed « with armies, which 


prediction a man of common underſtanding 


„ would 
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would be apt to think accompliſhed. in the 


ſiege of Feruſalem by the Romans, which is 


the very thing propheſied of in ſome of the 
places he cites, That the fon of man ſhall 
come in a cloud, i. e. with a quick motion, 
ſee Literal Scheme, p. 172. with power and 
great glory, and his holy angels with him. 
He might have added, that the ſun ſhould 


thew be darkened, and the moon ſhould not 


give her light, that the ſtars ſhould fall from 
heaven, and that the powers of the heavens 
ſbould be ſhaken. But this was not to his 
purpoſe, and would have led his reader to 
the true interpretation of this whole paſſage, 
The other text that he cites, he appears to 
have not the leaſt knowledge of. Many from 
the eaſt and weſt, from the north and from 
the ſouth, ſhall fit down. with Abraham, 
Iſaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of God, but 
the Jews themſelves ſhould be ſhut out. Had 
he but conſidered, that the Goſpel diſpenſation 
is repreſented under the notion of 4 feaſt 
and that thoſe were the true Jews in the 
fight of God, who imitatedthe faith and piety 


of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob, he would 


have known the meaning of fitting down 
bots. them in the kingdom of God, and could 
himſelf 


[142] 
himſelf have pointed out the accompliſhment 
of the prophecy. This impertinent objection 
againſt the coming of Chriſt's kingdom would 
have been ſpared, and he would have him- 


ſelf underſtood when the kingdom of God 


Was COME. 


So that the notion of the actual com- 


mencement of Chriſt's kingdom is not con- 
futed; nor is our author, with all his little 


skill, able to confute it. Feruſalem hath 


been emcompaſſed with armies, the ſon of 
man did come with the clouds of heaven, 
Jeſus his diſciples did ſit down at his table, 
and many alſo from all corners of the world, 
with Abraham, c. according to the /zteral, 
i. e. the primary and true ſenſe of the words. 
Nor is this notion confuted by what Jeſus 
ſaid to his diſciples, It is not for you to know 
the times and ſeaſons. Their queſtion was 
about a temporal kingdom, his anſwer a 
check to their curioſity, and implies only 
that his kingdom was not of this world; 

t doth not carry the leaſt inſinuation, that 


his real kingdom, which is ſeated in the hearts 
of men, was not then commenced, or 


would not ſoon, 


Whether 


[143] 
Whether it is, or not, we may learn from 
our Lord himſelf, Our author tells us, [t 
ſhould ſeem that his kingdom was not ſet up 


at his aſcenſion, firſs becauſe it is no where 


ſaid ſo. It is true, that it is no where ſaid, 
that Chriſt's kingdom was ſet up at his aſeen- 
ſion ; but there are many paſlages. which de- 
clare that it was erected, and when. I ap- 


ZE peal to the following. After John was put 


in priſon, Jeſus came into Galilee, preaching 
the Goſpel of the kingdom of God, Mark i. 14. 
If I caſt out devils by the ſpirit of Gad, then 
the kingdom of God is come unto you, Matt. 
xii, 28. He went throughout every city and 
village, preaching and ſbewing the glad ri. 
dings of the kingdom of God, Luke viii. 1. 
He called his twelve diſciples, and ſent them 
to preach the kingdom of God, Luke ix. 2. 
I tell you of a truth, there. be. ſome ſtanding 
here, which ſhall not taſie of death, till they 


ſee the kingdom of God, Luke ix. 27. The ſon of 


may coming in his kingdom, Matt. xvi. 28. The 


law and the prophets were. until John, ſince 


that time the kingdom of God is preached, 


and every. man  preſſeth into it, Luke xvi. 16. 
and when he was demanded. of the. Phari- 


ſees when the kingdom of God Jrould come, 
he 
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he anſwered them and ſaid, the kingdom of 
God cometh not with obſervation, i. e. with 


external pomp and grandure. -— For behold 
the kingdom of God is within you, Luke 


xvii. 20, 21. And to add nothing more, ſe- 
ſus anſwered, My kingdom is not of this 


World; and when Pilate ſaid to him, Art 


Zhou a king then, Jeſus anſwered, Thou ſayeſt 
that I am a king, John xviii. 36, 37. 


His laſt argument againſt the actual com- 
mencement of Chriſt's kingdom ſo ſoon as 


his aſcenſion, argues his great impartiality 
and regard to truth. The contrary, ſaith he, 


ſeems implied by the Chriſtians waiting, after 
his aſcenſion, for his coming in his kingdom, 
Citing, 1 Cor. i. 7. Would not one expect 
ſome mention of Chriſt's kingdom in this 
paſſage he refers to? Can any reader ima- 
gine that there is not one word about it in 


the text? The paſſage is plain in St. Paul, 


and carries its own meaning. Ze come be- 


hind in no gift, waiting for the coming of | 


our Lord Feſus Chriſt, who ſhall confirm you 
to the end, that ye may be blameleſs in the 
day of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, What this 4 
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and coming refers tO, the reader may learn 
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from the ſame apoſtle, Phil. iii. 20. 

But all this, ſays he, will yef appear more 
clearly from the conſiderations, which 1 ſhall 
give you on the next prophecy, which conſi- 
derations I ſhall reconſider, The prophecy 
is a clear and literal one of the Me//rah. 
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| 
8 ES | 
DANIEL vii. 13, 14. ; 
T ſaw in the night viſions, and behold, one : 
lite the ſon of man, came with the clouds ' 
of heaven, and came to the ancient of 
days, and they brought him near before 
And there was given him dominion and glory, I „ 
and a kingdom, that all people, nations 7 
and languages ſhould ſerve him: his domi- 8 
nion is an everlaſting dominion, which | 
ſhall not paſs away, and his kingdom that 1 «© 
which ſhall not be deſtroyed. - 7 4 


HIS prophecy, at firſt view, contains fi 
the following particulars. . (r.) A per- 


ſon like the ſon of man, or one like a man, Þ 

brought in a ſolemn manner before the . i 

cient of days. (a.) His inveſtiture into a f. 

| kingdom, (3.) His being made king of all FF th 
nations, people, and languages, and (4.) His 1 

being put into poſſeſſion of a kingdom, that te 

ſhould not paſs away, or ever be deſtroyed. R 


The application is obvious and certain. 
The 
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The ſon of man here, the Biſhop, and 


others, will have to be the Meſſiah. But 


our author, as uſual, will confute the preten- 
ces of the Biſhop, and of all others, who lay 
any ſtreſs on this place, as literally relating 
to a Meſſias, and in particular to ile Me Jas 


Jeſus. And he obſerves, 


i. That whereas rhe four firſt kingdoms 


are repreſented in a viſion to Daniel, under 


the image or ſymbol of beaſts; the fifth is re- 
preſented to him under the image or ſymbol 
of a man, or ſon of man, (ſon of man, as he 
learnedly obſerves from P. Simon and Le 
Clerc, being an H ebrew idiom for a man, and 
ſo uſed even in the New Teſtament) which 
image or ſymbol I conceive, after Grotius, 
ſgnifies the Roman kingdom. But here his 
conceptions are moſtly wrong, and I would 
obſerve in my turn, that he is extreamly 
unhappy in his criticiſms, there. not being a 
ſingle inſtance in the New Teſtament where 
the words ſon of man are not uſed as the 
chracteriſticł of Chriſt. His conception, af- 
tet Grotius, that ſon of man ſignifies the 
Roman kingdom, is a proof either that he 

pe never 
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never read Grotzus with any care, or did 
not underſtand him. Grotius never imagined 
that jon of man was a ſymbol to denote the 
Roman kinedom, but Populus Romanus, the 
Roman people, to whom Deus dedit impe- 
rium maximum. But let us take it for grant- 
cd that it doth ſignify the Roman kingdom, 
according to this excellent critick, and then 
ſec how the prophecy will run. T1 ſaw in 
the night Viſions, and behold one like the ſon 


of man, i. e. the Roman kingdom, came to 


the ancient of days, and there was given to 


him dominion and glory, and a kingdom. 
The ancient of days gave to the kingdom a 

dominion, glory, and a kingdom. What 
an excellent critical interpreter of ancient 
and modern authors is this writer? How fit 
to be ſet at the head of the oppoſers of 


chriſtianity? No prophecy can ſtand in the 


way of ſuch an antagoniſt, who thus dex- 
trouſſy manages his friends and foes, and uſes 
both with equal ſincerity and mercy. 

But he hath his arguments as well as his 
authorities. He conceives that the ſymbol 
of the ſon of man ſi ignifies the Roman king- 
dom, becauſe hereby the author of Dame! 
paid 
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paid a compliment to the Romans. But if 
this conception makes the whole paſſage of 
Daniel to be nonſenſe, as I have ſhewn it 
doth, then this can never be a good reaſon, 
Beſides, let the ſon of man ſignify the Ro- 
nan people, and not the kingdom, this aſſer- 
tion will appear trifling and impertinent. For 
as the complement ſtood in the book of 
Daniel, it was written in Chaldee, and our 
author hath not quoted a ſingle writer to 
prove it was ever tranſlated into Greek or 
Latin, and ſent up to the Roman ſenate. 
And indeed the compliment would have 
been very curious and courtly if it had. 
We the governours and people of the Jews 
denote the former monarchies by ſeveral 
beaſts, but yours, O ye Romans, by a man. 
Tis impoſſible the Romans could ever have 
denied their alliance and friendſhip to ſo "oP 
FER nation. He adds, 


2, This was agreeable to the Fews way of 
underſtanding the conſtitution of the Roman 
government. They committed their govern- 
ment to one man every year, and they had 


neither envy nor emulation among ſt them. 


There— 


[ 150 ] 
Therefore the fifth kingdom, in Daniel, is 
the Roman empire, or therefore the Jews 
repreſented the Roman empire by a man, 
This is ſuch profundity and depth of reaſon- 
ing, that no genius, but one ſo vaſt as his, 
can ever comprehend, or poſlibly anſwer. 
The worſt of it is, that this prophecy was 
delivered before the Jews had any knowledge 
either of the Roman name or nation; not to 
mention that the Babylonian and Perſian 
empires were governed by one man, and 


may therefore be underſtood with equal rea- | 


ſon by the ſymbol of the ſor of man. But, 


3. It was very poſſible, ſays he, that the 
Fews might in the time when the book of 
Daniel was wrote, be of that ſentiment, 
which it appears Joſephus was of, viz. That 
God had left the Jews, and was gone over 
fo the Romans. And for this he cites 


Foſephas, l. ii. c. 10. in which place theſe 


words are not one of them to be found. Did 
ever any writer make ſo many wretched 
blunders ? But I forgive him, ſince as his learn- 
ing riſes no higher than an Engliſh tranſla- 
tion, I ſuppoſe he followed the miſtake of 

| | Wi le: 


Aa Mw —— ac 4 a Wc _ 


"—_ 5 FF Y — „ tat Pe „1 fon on — A3 = vas © mY 


1 


Milles in his firſt diſcourſe before L Eſtang ah 


 Foſephus. The paſſage he refers to, is, De 


Bel. Fud. J. iii. c. 8. F. 3. where Foſephus, 
from the ſucceſs of the Romans, in his 
prayer to God, acknowledges, © That he the 


more readily ſurrendered himſelf into their 


* hands, becauſe it was the pleaſure of God, 
* who firſt formed the Jewiſh nation, now 
to depreſs it, and give the empire to the 
* Romans. It is evident from hence, that 
Joſephus ſpeaks of this as his private ſenti- 
ment, and that the reaſon of this his belief 
was, the greatneſs of the Roman power, 
and the wickedneſs of the Jewiſh nation. 
Now unleſs our author can prove that there 
ever was a time when this was the general 
ſentiment of the Jews; or that the book of 
Daniel was written, about this time when 
Foſephus ſurrendered to the Roman officers, 
his ſaying, It was very poſſible it might be 
ſo and ſo, can prove nothing elſe, but that 


it is very poſſible, and more than poſlible, 


that he will invent, and ſay any thing true 
or falſe, to ſupply the want of true learn 
ing and foltd argument. 


The 


13097 

The Jews had lived in a great meaſure 
free in the enjoyment of their religion and 
liberties, without any diſturbance from the 
Romans, till after the death of Herod the 
Great, and could have no reaſon to think 
that God had forſaken them. Vea, in their 
greateſt extremity they were far from think- 
ing ſo; immediately before the deſtruction 
of the city, ſeveral thouſands went into the 
temple, there expecting to ſee the ſigns of 
their deliverance, and depended on receiving 
help from God, Foſ. de Bel. Jud. l. vi. 
c. 5. The ſame Foſephus tells us, That the 
principal reaſon that excited the Jews to 
the rebellion, was an oracle in the ſacred 
writings, that about that time one ſhould 
come from their country, that ſhould poſ- 
* ſels the empire of the world, 16d. F. 4. 
If our author's deſign in this extraordinary 
paſſage was to inſinuate that Daniel's pro- 
phecies were written about this time, I paſs 
it by with the ſilence and contempt it 
deſerves. 

As to the terms ſon of man, and kingdom 
of God, I have, I think demonſtrated, that 
the one cannot ſignify the Roman people, 
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nor the other the Roman empire, and there- 
fore they muſt ſignify a kingdom of God's 
erecting, given to one who appeared as the 
ſon of man, and are therefore juſtly applied 
in that ſenſe by the New Teſtament writers. 

And laſtly, whereas the ſon of man in Da- 
niet, is ſaid to come with the clouds of heaven 
to the ancient of days, and to have his king- 
dom conferred on him, all this hath taken 
place, if underſtood of Feſus; whole king- 
dom is long ſince ſet up, was raiſed with an 
amazing ſwiftneſs of progreſs, laſts to this 


day, in ſpite of all the attempts of infidelity, 


and ſhall laſt 224 all his implacable enemies 


are pat under his feet. But having gone thro 


theſe prophecies, we now come to the fa- 


mous prophecy of the ſeventy weeks. 
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DANIEL IX. 24, 235 26, 27. 


Seventy weeks are determined upon thy peo- 
ple, and upon thy holy city, to finiſh the 
tranſgreſſion, and to make an end of ſins, 
and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and 
to bring in everlaſting righteouſneſs, and 

0 ſeal up the viſion and prophecy, and to 
anoint the moſt holy. 

Know therefore and underſtand, that from the 

going forth of the commandment to reſtore. 
and to build Feruſalem, unto the Meſſiah 
ehe prince, ſhall be ſeven weeks, and three- 
ſcore and two weeks 3 the ſtreet ſhall be built 
again, and the wall, even in troublous 
times. 

And after threeſtore and tuo weeks ſhall 
Meſſiah be cut off, but not for himſelf: 
and the people of the prince that ſhall come, 
ſhall deſtroy the city and the ſunctuary, and 
the end thereof ſhall be with a floud, and 
unto the end of the war deſolations are de- 
Fermined. 


A 


19} 

And he ſhall confirm the covenant with many 
for one week : and in the midſt of the week 
he ſball cauſe the ſacrifice and the oblation 

to ceaſe, and for the overſpreading of abo- 
minations, he ſhall make it deſolate, even 
until the conſummation, and that deter- 
mined ſhall be poured upon the deſolate. 


HIS prophecy, our author tells us, 

is the ſheet anchor of the cauſe. And 
here, as uſual, he will confute all pretences 
for a literal prophecy of Chriſt. His expli- 
cation ſeems perfectly to hit of Daniel's my- 
_ fery, and the event of Jeſus cannot be found 
in it, without doing the utmoſt violence to 
the text, in every part of it. 


 Riſu omnes, qui aderant, emoriri: denique 
Metuebant omnes jam me. 


TERENCE Eun. Act ii. Scene i. 


But perhaps all this may be mere bluſter; 
and indeed, tho I will not pretend ſo to ac- 
count for this prophecy, as to clear it of 


all difficulty ; yet I am apt to think, that he 
5 32 hath 
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hath not ſo nzcely hit things as he imagines, 
and that his explication of it is precarious, 
extravagant, and falſe. And I ſhall begin 
with giving a critical explication of the paſ- 
ſage, agreeable to the grammar and genuine 
ſenſe of the words of it. 

Seventy weeks MM, but once uſed in the 
Old Teſtament, explained by Buxtorf, and 
other Lexicographers, deciſæ, determinate ; 
or, as Grotius, definitz ſunt, are determined, 
or preciſely fixed, upon thy people, and upon 
thy holy city; to finiſh 8955 ad cohibendum, 
to put a ſtop to hypocriſy, or /m; to ſeal up 
tranſgreſſions, viz. cither by the attonement to 
be made for it, or by the exemplary puniſh- 
ment to be inflicted on the offenders; fo make 
reconciliation for iniquity, to bring in everlaſt- 
ing righteouſneſs, and to ſeal up the viſion 
and the prophet, i. e. to accompliſh all the 
prophetical predictions, and to anoint the moſt 
holy. Know therefore, and underſtand, from 
the going forth "IT of ihe, ecummandment, ſo 


uſed in many places of Eripture, particular- 


ly, ver. 23. won fo make them return, and 
to build up Jeruſalem unto Meſſiah the prince, 
or the anointed prince, ſhall be ſeven weeks 
IT and 
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and ſixty two weeks, Wen There ſhall be a 
return. The ſtreet ſhall be built again and 
_ the wall, even in troublous times. And af- 
ter ſixty two weeks ſhall the Meſſiah be cut of. 
” pe is plaiply an elliptical expreſſi- 
on, and may ſignify either not for himſelf, 
as in our tranſlation, or there ſhall be no one 
to help him ; or as the Biſhop interprets it, 
they ſhall not be his people. Either interpre- 
tation makes no great difference in the pro- 
phecy. oy 

As to theſe words, our author tells us, 
that there are ſome modern fews, that for 
interpreters of the bible may, perhaps, be 
ranked with the Fews, whoſe authority the 
biſhop /o often cites, who underſtand this 
place of Jeſus, but inſtead of not for himſelf, 
render it, becauſe it was not he; making him 
who was to be cut off, not to be the true Meſ- 
ſias, p. 184. *Tis pity he hath not confirmed 
this rendering, by a critical note on the He- 
brew words, and ſhew the eonneQtion of the 
whole prophecy, ſuppoſing this to be the 
real ſenſe. However, even theſe modern 
Jews apply this prophecy to the times of 
Jeſus, and are thus far againſt his explicati- 
on 
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on of it; nor can I imagine any reaſon of 


this quotation out of H/oogdroffe, except his 
being pleaſed with every opportunity to vent 
his ſpleen againſt our bleſſed Lord. For he 
himſelf takes up with another rendering of 
the words, and had no need to make this 
Citation, unleſs it were for the ſake of the 
reflection contained in it. 

However, after this the people of the prince 
that ſhall come, ſhall deftray the city and the 
ſanctuary, the end thereof ſhall be with 4 
food, they ſhall be ſwept away as with an 
inundation, and to the end of the war 
deſolations are determined, MPI Tu 
may be rendered deſolatio ad conſumptio- 
nem, deciſa, ſumma deſolatio, an entire dc- 
ſtruction, or greateſt deſolation; or the whole 
paſſage may be thus turned, the end of the 
war ſball be an entire deſolation. And he, 


viz. the prince Meſſias, ſhall confirm the cove- 


nant with many for one week, i. e. during the 
laſt prophetick week, he ſhall receive into his 
covenant all the Jews that would ſubmit to him, 
but yet in the half part of it, i. e. the latter half 
part, he ſhall cauſe the ſacrifice and the oblation 
to ceaſe. BW d >» I think theproper and 


true 


9] 


true rendering is, propter expanſi onem idolola- 
rum, becauſe the victorious Romans ſhould 
erect their enſigns, on which were embla- 
zoned the images of their Gods, in the city 
and temple *, cοοnο he ſhall make it deſo- 
late, doe M not as in our tranſlation, 
even until the conſummation, but, even 
till they are conſumed or f deſtroyed; and 
that determined ſhall be poured on the deſo- 


s late, or till God ſhall have accompliſhed 
; his determined vengeance upon that people. 
In this prophecy I deſire the reader to 

| take notice of the following particulars. 

1. That when it was delivered, the com- 
: mand to rebuild Zeruſalem was not gone 
forth. This is plain in that the ſeventy 
; weeks are ſpoken of as weeks to come, and 
chat Daniel was to know when they were to 
: commence by the, going out of the com- 
8 mandment. Tis farther evident, from the 
, beginning of this chapter, where Daniel 
=» | Dn 
c - - 
" * yd often lignifies propter, becauſe of, ſee Plat. X:X- 4. FA 

| li, 9. Lanen. v. 17, 18. pe are idols, ſee Fer. iv. 1. 


Exel. XX. 7. 
9 Thus 992 fignifies, J xxviii, 22. and elſewhere. 


* 
bk 


thus 
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thus ſpeaks, I Daniel underſtood by books the 
the number of the years, whereof the word 
of the Lord came to Jeremiah the propher, 
that he would accompliſh ſeventy years in the 
deſolations of Jeruſalem 3 in which Daniel 
implies, that he apprehended by the word of 
the Lord to Jeremy, that that period of time 
was. now near accompliſhed, and that there- 
fore he ſet his face to the Lord God by 
prayer and ſupplication. The word of the 
Lord to Jeremy was not a commandment to 
the people to return, and for the rebuilding 
Feruſalem, but only a prophecy that Judea 
and the neighbouring nations, ver. 9. ſhould 
ſerve the king of Babylon ſeventy years, 
and that afterwards God would punifh him, 
and make the land of the Chaldeans a perpe- 
tual deſolation; and that God would viſit the 
Jews, and cauſe them to return to Jeruſa- 
lem. Whereas the commandment, or word 
of the angel to Daniel, was the command 
for their actual return, and rebuilding their 
city, which was not given till after this time; 
for Daniel reccived this prophecy in the firſt 
year of Darius the Mede, ver. 1. A e. the firſt 
year after the taking of Babylon, whereas the 


decreo 


a 220 


— 


mp => 


o 


„ Ho] 
decree of Cyrus did not come forth till two 
years after. 


2. That ſeventy weeks was to be the de- 
termined period of the Jewiſh people and 
8 


3. The things to be done during this pe- 


riod, were (1.) To reſtrain tranſgreſſion. 


(2.) To make an end of ſin. (3.) To make 
expiation for iniquity. (4.) To bring in 
everlaſting righteouſneſs, or a law of righte- 
ouſneſs that ſhould laſt for ever. (5.) To 
ſeal up, or accompliſh, viſion and prophecy. 
(6.) To anoint the moſt holy. Every reader 
will eaſily diſcern the accompliſhment of 
theſe things in our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 

4. That God rencws the promiſe to 
Daniel, that the ſtreet and the wall, or 
the ditch in Jeruſalem ſhould be rebuilt, 
even in troublous times, and of conſequence 


no commiſſion had been yet given for that 


purpoſe. 


R 5. That 
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5. That the computation of theſe weeks 


was to begin from the commandment iſſued 


forth, to cauſe the people to return, and 


the city to be rebuilt, This commandment 
| Pr. Pridtaux, with great judgment, makes 


to be the ample commiſſion granted by Ar- 
taxerxes in the 7th. year of his reign, to 
Ezra. His decree was, that all they of the 
people of Iſracl, and of his prieſts and Levites 


in my realm, which are minded of their oun 


free will to go up to Jeruſalem, go with thee, 


ver. 13. And thou, Ezra, after the wiſdom of 


thy God, that is in thy hand, ſet magiſtrates 
and judges, which may judge all the people that 
are beyond the river ; all ſuch as know the 
laws of thy Ged, and teach thou them that 
know them not, vcr. 25. This decree anſwers 
moſt exactly to the prophecy, from the going 
forth ef the commandment to cauſe you to re- 
turn, and to rebuild Icruſalem. Artaxerxes 
his decree is, All the people and prieſts in my 
realm, that are minded to go up to Feruſa- 
lem, let them go, viz. to inhabit there, and 
to be formed. into a civil government and 
polity. This is all that the prophecy menti- 


ons,-and this is the firſt full and general com- 
miſſion 


L 163 | 

miſſion of this kind that ever was given 
them. For the decree of Cyrus, mentioned 
Era i. appears plainly reſtrained. hoo is 
there amongſt you of all his people, his God be 
with him, and let: Bim go up to Jeruſalem, 
which is in Judah, to build the houſe of the 
Lord God of Iſrael. The building of the 
temple is the principal view of Cyras's de- 
cree. This alſo appears from the ſame de- 
crec mentioned and renewed by Darius, 
which was nof to allow the general return 
of the Jews,” but to build the houſe of God; 
and therefore the ſeventy weeks cannot begin 
their date from hence, but according to the 
expreſs letter of the prophecy from the de- 
eree of Artaxerxes to Era, which was 
without any limitation or reſtraint, and de- 
ſigned to give full liberty to the Jews to ſettle 
their republick and form of government. 


This farther appears from the letter of Rehum 


and Shimſhai to Artaxerxes, or omerdis the ma- 
gian, ſucceſſor to Camby ſes, in which they com- 


plain, not of the Jews building the temples 


but of their rebuilding the rebellious and bad 


city, ſetting up the walls thereof, and joining 


the foundations, Ezra iv. 12. and, according- 
: Vis ly, 
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ly, Artaxerxes upon ſcarching the records, 


finding the report to be true, and no commiſ- 
ſion granted for that purpoſe by his predeceſ- 


ſors, immediately ordered a ſtop to be put 
to the whole work. 

I am ſo unhappy as to diſagree with the 
reyerend and learned Dr. Prideaux in this 
circumſtance ; but as my opinion ſeems ra- 
ther to agree with the truth of hiſtory, and 
confirms his main argument about the date of 
the beginning of the ſeventy weeks, Iam the 
leſs concerned. He contcnds for a figurative 
explication of the words. I for a literal. 
Daniel's words are, from the going forth of 
the commandment vn not to reſtore je- 
ruſalem, which the next words imply, Viz. 
to build Jeruſalem, but, to cauſe all the 
Jews to return. And of conſequence this 


commiſſion could. not be granted but by a 


decree, which allowed a general return, and 
full power to ſettle a civil goyernment amongſt 


them z and this was fully granted by Arta- 


Xerxes, and by none before him ; and this 
makes the ſcaſe of the prophecy - and decrec 
to. be literally the ſame. And 'tis ſomewhat 
remarkable, that as in the other decrecs there 

| 15 


/// % Og Ps Eg Ye 
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js no mention made of rebuilding the city, 1 
ſo in this there is not one word of rebuilding 
the temple, which plainly ſhews the very diffe- 
rent events they relate to. 

Tis true that the decree of Cyrus muſt be 
allowed, according to Jaiab's prophecy of 
him, chap. xliv. 28. to give them a liberty to 
build houſes as well as the temple. But as 
the decree of Cyrus and Darius is plainly re- 
ſtrained to the building the temple, every one 
ſees, that this is a vaſtly different thing from 

a liberty entirely to reſtore and build up Je- 
raſalem, and to live after their own laws and 
government, which is the very purport of 
Artaxerxes's decree to Era; for by g giving 
an entire liberty to all the people to return, 
and granting Ezra a commiſſion to create 
magiſtrates, and ſettle their government, he 
muſt grant leave to repair Feruſalem as a city, 
and to do cycry thing neceſſary for its ſafety 
and defence. And that this never was done 
before, is plain, becauſe that in the time of 
Nehemiah, fifteen years after this commiſſion 
to Ezra, we read that the Jews, who were 
returned to Judæa, were in great reproach 
and affictby becauſe Jeruſalem 2 deſolate, 

Neh. 
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Neh. i. 3. compared with ii. 17. and there- 
fore he asks a more explicit allowance from 
the king, that he himſelf might be ſent to 
e that he might build it, ii. 5. 
This ſcems yet farther evident from the 
account given of the people after their return 
to Judæa; they diſperſed themſelves i into their 
ſeveral cities to take poſſeſſion ot their inhe- 
ritances, where they built themſelves houſes and 
applied themſelves to the culture of their land, 
neither r regarding Jae, nor the temple 
of the Lord, Hag. i. 4. compare Ezra 
ii. 1. And in the 5 of Nehemiah, Je- 
ruſalem was ſo far from being rebuilt, that 


it was ſcarce inhabitcd: for they were forced 


to take by lot the renth part of the whole 
people to dwell in it. Neh. xi. 1. and of 
conſequence, tho the decree for rebuilding 
it was ſeveral years before, yet it was not 
actually accompliſhed till under the Reyes: 
ment of Nehemiah. 

From theſe things, it plainly appears to 
me, that Cyrus his decree did not relate to 
the full reſtoration of Jeruſalem, nor that 
of Darius after him, but principally to the re- 
ſtoration of the temple ; and that Artaxerxes 

command 


t 
js 


E 

command to Ezra was the very firſt to this 
purpoſe; and of conſcquence the prophecy 
of Daniel literally agrees to the decree 
of Artaxerxes, and that prophecy muſt 
refer to that command and to no other, 

6. That a certain perſon called Meſſiab 
the Prince ſhould come. Tis one Meſliah 
is mentioned and no more. | ; 


7. That from the going forth of the de- 
cree for the reſtoration of Jeruſalem unto this 
Meſſiah the prince, ſhould be ſeven weeks and 
threeſcore and two weeks, The learned Pri- 
deaux hath aſſigned a very juſt reaſon for this 
diviſion of the weeks. The ſeven weeks or 
forty nine years relate to that period of time 
which was allotted for the rebuiiding Fern- 
ſalem, and ſettling the Jewiſh commonwealth, 
which from the date of the commiſſion gran- 
ted ro Ezra to the finiſhing this work under 
Nehemiah, was exactly forty nine years. 
Threeſcore and two weeks after this, or four 
hundred thirty four years, in all four hundred 
eighty three years the Meſſias was to come, 


* 


Which 
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which exactly came to paſs according to the 
prediction. 


8. That after the expiration of this term 
or in the laſt week of the ſeventy, and at 
the end of it, not as the Schemati/t affirms, 
p. 196. at the end of the ſixty two weeks, 
the Meſſiah ſhould be cut off, or put to death, 
vg. in that city, which God here confirms 


the rebuilding of, and foretells the future de- 
ſtruction of; for the ſeventy weeks were all 


determined upon the Jewiſh people and 


holy city. See Prideaux Connect. Vol. I. 


p. 294. 


9. That, however, withia the laſt week 
of this period, he ſhould confirm the cove- 
nant. He ſhall confirm the covenant with 
many for one week. The whole laſt ſeven 


years ſhould be employed in making known 


that covenant, of which he was to be the 


author, and which at laſt was to be ſolemnly 


confirmed oy: his death. 


10. That in the laſt half part of it, he 


ſhould cauſe the ks and oblation to ceaſe, 


nof 


ms . ot Ma% was - boa. 


LY 


469 J 
not only by declaring, that Fernſalem ſhould 
be no longer the only place where God 
would be worſhipped, but by introducing 


that perfect law of everlaſiing righteouſneſs, 


which ſhould ſupercede the neceſlity of the 


temple worſhip and ſervice. 


I1. That Yernſalem, after the cutting off 
the Meſſiah, and for this reaſon ſhould be de- 


| ffroyed with the ſanctuary, by the prince of 
the people that ſhould come for that purpoſe, 


who ſhould ſpread their idolatrous enſigns in 


the city and temple, that the people ſhould 
be ſwept away as with a flood, and that 
the war ſhould iſſue in their entire deſolation. 
All which events came to paſs, under Titus 


Veſpaſian. 


12. Laſtly, That at the expiration of the 
ſeventy weeks, the Jews were to be no 
longer the people of God, nor the city to be 
accounted holy, and under an immediate di- 
vine protection. Their tranſgreſſions were 
to be reſtrained by an exemplary puniſhment; 
their ſacrifices were to be aboliſhed by a nobler 


one, that was to make an end of fin, by 
w making 
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making a ſufficient and full attonement for 
it. Their carnal ſervice was to be aboliſhed 
by the introduction of an everlaſting righte- 
ouſneſs, and all their prophecies to be ac: 
compliſhed and ended by the anointing of 
that moſt holy one to which theſe prophe- 
cies did particularly relate. And after this 
deſertion of the people and ſanctuary by God, 
it is no wonder they ſoon came to an utter 
deſtruction. 5 
Theſe are the ſeveral parts of this amazing 
prophecy ; and ſince, as I hope abundantly to 
demonſtrate, it cannot refer to any events be- 
fore Chriſt, and the deſtruction of Feruſalem by 
the Romans, and do exactly agree to the cir- 
cumſtances of theſe times, tis an invincible 
proof of the being, perfections, and provi- 
dence of God, and an unanſwerable argu- 
ment of the truth and divine authority of the 
Chriſtian religion. Is 
As I entirely fall in with Dr. Prideaux's 
computation of theſe weeks, I refer my rea- 
der to his connection, &c. for the hiſtorical 
account of them; and now ſhall go on to 
examine what the Literal Schematiſt hath 
objected againſt it. | 
- As 


CEE: 

As that author ſets out with great aſſu- 
rance, one would have imagined that he 
ſhould advance ſomething very conſiderable 
againſt the chriſtian explication of this pro- 
phecy. But with what aſtoniſhment am 1 
filled, to ſee him accounting for it only by 
falſe hiſtory, and bad criticiſm, and the moſt 
extravagant and impoſlible ſuppoſitions. I 
appeal to the world, and to himſelf. 

Fil agree with him, if he will, that this 
prophecy is the ſheet anchor of our cauſe, 
and hope, that this anchor is too firmly fixed 
ever to be moved by ſuch attempts as his. 

The things he undertakes are, (1.) To 
explain the words by another event to which 
they greatly correſpond. And (2.) To ſhew 
that the event of Jeſus doth not correſpond 
to the prophecy of Daniel. 


1. As to the explication of the prophecy. 
Seventy weeks are, as he tranſlates it, ſhortned 
or abbreviated. This criticiſm he confirms 


by the following learned note. It is ſo ren 


dered in the Greek, in the Vulgate, and in 
Tertullian; and the, original word, both in 
Hebrew and Chaldec, ſiznifies to abbreviate, 
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cut, and not to determine. See Job xvii. 1. 
Prov. x. 27, in which note, to ſay nothing 


worſe, there are three of the groſſeſt blunders, 
T. In the Hebrew it ſignifies to abbreviate, 


and not to determine. This is the very thing 
in queſtion, this word being one of the r. 
anf Azy2uFvwr, but once uſed in the whole 
Old Teſtament. 2. To prove this as to the 
Hebrew he cites the two above-mentioned 
places, which as they have no relation to the 
ſenſe of Daniel's prophecy, make uſe of a 
quite different word. Daniel's word is JM. 
The word in Fob is 15972. That in Proverbs 
upp. (3.) He affirms, that the word ſign- 
fies in Chalaee, to abbreviare, and not to deter- 
mine. This is abſolutely falſe, for in Chal- 
dee it ſignifies to determine. See Targum on 


Efth. iv. 5. where tis ſaid, that Heſter called 


Daniel, who was named J, wh by 5 
dero IND JahnND m2". He was call- 


ed um, the word in the prophecy, be- 


cauſe the affairs of the kingdom were deter- 
mined by his ſentence. Our learned critick 
would have hit it by rendring it, were cut 
off by his ſentence. O! all ye criticks, can 
ye help admiring the acuteneſs of the man! 
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UE. 
What confutation of poor Daniel is here! 
His victory over the chriſtian cauſe is worthy 
the triumph with which he begins it. 

But let us go on. To put an end to all 
puniſbment for their ſm ; Thus he explains 
to finiſh tranſgreſſion, and make an end of 
ſm. For this impertinent ſenſe he quotes 
Grotins, who gives a quite different interpre- 
tation of the words; an interpretation abſo- 
lutely the reverſe of his. His words are, Ut 
conſummetur prevaricatio)] or as the Vulgate, 
ut finem ſuum accipiat, pena ſcilicet : Where 
pena refers to prevaricatio, and Grotzus's 
meaning is that the puniſhment of their ſin 
might be full and compleat, as his next words 
do demonſtrate. Ad obſignandum peccatum, 
7, e. penam peccatorum, i. e. that the puniſh- 
ment of their fin might be compleat ; for as 
he adds from Cicero, Que completa ſunt 0b. 


ſignart ſolent. 

Again, To eftabliſh righteouſt neſs. Here he 
hath hit the matter again. He hath decently 
dropt the word everlaſting; becauſe he could 
not tell what to make of it in his Scheme ; 
and then adds, this killing remark. The au- 


thor of the ſecond Maccabees extols highly 


the 
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the obſervation of the laws and religion of the 
Fews, in the times here referred to. But what 
are the times here referred to? What the 
whole ſeventy weeks? Were all the- times 
fromthe word of the Lord to Feremy, to the 
reign of Antiochus, ſo very remarkable for 
piety? The author of the ſecond book of 


Maccabees ſpeaks only of the good times 


under Onias, and expreſſly aſſigns it to his god- 
lineſs. Beſides, how will theſe times account 
for everlaſting righteouſneſs, or the righteouſ- 
neſs of ages? Onias, at moſt, was high-pricſt 
but twenty four years, reckoning to the time 
of his death, and was put out of the pricſt- 
hood according to the account of the au- 
thor of the ſecond book of Maccabees, at 
leaſt four years before it, by Zaſon, under 
whom, and Menelaus his brother, were intro- 
duced into Jeruſalem all the Grecians rites 
and ceremonies. So that if theſe are the 
times referred to, everlaſting righteouſneſs, 
is a righteonſneſs to laſt about twenty years, 
which is excellent Criticiſm, and extraordi- 
nary _ 
Again, To fulfil prophecy ; critical note. 
That is 5 Jeremiah rte, and the prophecy 
| _ 
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before us. Every one muſt own the clegance 
of this remark, who conſiders, that Danzel's 
ſeventy weeks were not to begin till the ac- 
compliſhment of Jeremiab's prophecy ; and 
that there is nothing in the context to reſtrain 
the viſion and the propher to Feremiah and 
Daniel, which muſt be made out by very 
good reaſons, before ever it will be al- 
lowed. i | 
- This is the firſt part of this prophecy, and 
after this extraordinary account, he pro- 
ceeds to the ſecond, which he explains with 
equal ſagacity and exactneſs. 


i. Know therefore and underſtand, ſays 
the angel, that from the going forth of the 


commandment to build Jeruſalem, i. e. ſays 


our critick, from the word of God to Fere- 
mah, promiſing a return from captivity. 
Now how a promiſe that there ſhould be a re- 
turn, made to Jeremiah above ſixty years be- 
fore, ſhould be the ſame with a commandment 
actually to return, to be iſſued out above ſixty 
years after, will require exquiſite skill to de- 
monſtrate. The words of the prophecy do 
abſolutely fix and determine this matter. For 


after that he had ſaid, That from the going 
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forth of the commandment to reſtore and 


build Jeruſalem unto. Meſſiah the prince, ſhall 
be ſeven weeks and threeſcore and two weeks ; 


tis added, that there might be no miſtake, 


when the computation was to begin, The 
ſtreet ſhall be built again, and the wall even 
in troublous times. Daniel was praying for 
the reſtoration of the people and holy city. 
God promiſes the city ſhould be rebuilt, and 
of conſequence that the people ſhould return; 
and declares farther, that from the iſſuing 
forth of the decree for their full reſtoration 
to the Meſſiah, ſhould be ſeven weeks and 
threeſcore and two weeks. The chief deſign 
of the revelation to Daniel, was, to fix the 


period of the Jewiſh religion and ſtate, and 


therefore the angel begins with that, and 
then adds, the wall ſhall be rebuilt, that he 
might know when the computation was to 
commence, Vis. from the decree iſſued out 
for the full reſtoration of the Jewiſh city 
and people. 

But he hath a curious criticiſm to prove 
that the commandment muſt refer to the word 
of God to Jeremiah, and not to a royal editt 


for the reſtoration of the Jews. They, viz. 
who 


771 

who underſtand it of a royal edict, ſuppoſe 
the word commandment doth in ſcripture de- 
note always a royal commandment, whereas 
it always ſignifies in the ſcriptures a divine 
prediction or promiſe. As for example it 
doth juſt before at ver. 23. Was ever confi- 


dence ſo ignorant? What one in the world 


ever imagined that the word commandment al- 


Ways ſignifies a royal commandment 2 Or Wo 
that underſtands Hebrew ever thought that 


this is the conſtant meaning of 53? Or 
with what truth could he aſſert, that this word 


always ſignifies in ſcripture à divine pre- 


diction or promiſe ? M hath as great a va- 
ricty of uſe in Hebrew, as res in Latin; and 
amongſt the reſt often ſignifies a royal edict. 
See 2 Chron. xxx. 5. u pp They e- 
ſtabliſhed a decree, To make proclamation 
throughout Iſrael. And to mention no more, 
let him conſult the royal H of Ahaſuerns 
Eſth. i. 19. and when ever he pretends to 
criticiſe upon the meaning of Hebrew 
words, let him remember MA . 


As to the meaning of this word at ver. 


23. it cannot poſſibly ſignify a divine pre- 
diction or promiſe; but the command of 
God to the angel, to make known theſe 
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r 
future events to Daniel; as appears from 
the paſſage it ſelf. At the beginning of thy 
ſupplications the commandment came forth. 
What the divine promiſe or prediction? To 
Daniel? What before he had it? Or to the 
angel? The promiſe or prediction of world- 
ly things to angels is unknown to ſcripture. 
The 57 here given to the angel, was no- 
thing more or leſs than God's command- 
ment to him, to reveal the affairs of the 
ſeventy weeks to Daniel; and therefore he 
adds, I am come to ſhew thee, wiz. in 
obedience to the command I have received 
for this purpoſe. 

Zeſides, if the commandment in the text 
refers to the prediction of Jeremiah, it 
makes this firſt part of the prophecy a ſenſe- 
leſs and impertinent thing. The angel 
comes by command ment from God to ſhew 
Daniel ſomething that was to come, and 


orders him ſeriouſly to attend to and con- 
ſider the matter. What matter? Why that 


the captivity ſhotild laſt ſeventy years, ſays 
our author. Whereas Daniel knew that as 
well as _ angel, and needed not his infor- 

. AW O12 C | mation; 


' FA] 
mation; and underſtood too that thoſe ſey enty 
years were near upon expiring, 

So that he need not be ſo vaſtly aſtoniſhed 
that authors ſhould underſtand the command. 
ment of a decree, and that they ſhould look 
for the decree in the reigns he mentions. 
Tis more aſtoniſhing to me, that he ſhould 
pretend to criticiſe upon words he doth not 
underſtand ; make a prophecy and the ac- 
compliſhment of it the ſame, and introduce 
God as ſending an angel to reveal to Daniel, 
what he. Well underſtood before. ' For ac- 
cording to him the angel ſpeaks thus. 
The word or divine prediction is come 
ce to me, and I am come to ſhew thee what 
a thou didſt very well know before; and 
cc what thou needeſt not any information of 
« from me. This impertinence will appear 
yet the greater, if what our author, to make 
his ſcheme compleat, aſſerts p. 18 1. ſhould, 
prove true, viz. From that day, (the going 
forth of the prophecy to Feremiah) to the 
beginning of the reign of my anointed or Meſ- 
fiah Cyrus, there are ſeven weeks or forty 
nine years. His memory } as ſound as his 
judgment. In one place 'tis, that ſeventy 

Z 2 | ears 
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years after the commandment to Jeremiah, 
Jeruſalem ſhould be built. Three pages after, 
from that commandment ſhall be forty nine 
years to Cyrus. And was not Daniel infi- 
nitely obliged to the angel that thus re- 
vealed to him a thing that had come to paſs 
twenty one years before? For the date of 
Cyrus his reign, to which our author refers, 
is from the death of A/tyages king of Media, 
who was ſucceeded by Cyaxares or Darius 
his ſon, with whom Cyr; us was joined in the 
government. From the delivery of Feremiauh's 
prophecy to this period, are forty nine, as 
the Schematiſt affirms, to make up this firſt 
ſeven weeks. And from this commence- 
ment of Cyrus his reign to Daniel's receiving 
the viſion of the ſerenty weeks, is juſt twenty 
one years. | 
But if we take the commandment to 
be the decree that was to be ifſucd 
forth for the full reſtoration of the Jewiſh 
commonwealth, | the meſſage | to Daniel 
will appear worthy of an angel to re- 
veal, notwithſtanding the ridicule the Sche- 
matiſt would fain fix on it. As thou 
cc knoweſt the ſeventy years of the captivity 
are 
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« are almoſt expired, ſo underſtand thou, 
<« that from the edit for the full reſtora- 
<« tion of thy people unto the Meſſiah ſhall 
« be ſeven weeks and threeſcore and two 
e weeks. That in the week enſuing this 
Meſſiah ſhall be cut off; and that for this 
« crime God ſhall execute the moſt exempla- 
e ry vengeance on the Jews, and make their 
« city and nation deſolate.” The Meſſiah 
was a bleſſing promiſed to the fathers ; the 
time for his coming is here determined; and 
tho Daniel did not underſtand, or live to the 
period when the edict was to come forth; 
yet he knew it was not a long way of, had 
here a freſh proof of the divine faithfulneſs 
and mercy, and for the benefit of ſucceeding 
ages fixed a time, beyond which the coming 
of the Meſſiah could not poſſibly be deferred. 
As to the chronological difficulties he men- 
tions, I refer my reader to Dr. Prideaux 
part 1. 6. 4. where he will find them abun- 
dantly anſwered. 

2. Unto Meſliah the prince ſhall be oven 
weeks and threeſcore and two weeks. From 
that day (the going forth of the command- 
ment to Feremiah) to the beginning of the - 
reign of my anointed or Meſſiah Cyrus, there 

0 | _ 
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are ſeven. weeks or forty nine years. From 
the ſame going forth of the commandment 
by Jeremiah tt the riſe of the other Meſſi ah, 
Judas Maccabæus, there ſhall be threeſcore 
and two weeks. For 4 double Meſſiah zs 
promiſed Jou. Who would not ſuſpect ſuch 
a ſcheme as this, which is thus built upon 
the moſt unreaſonable and imaginary addi- 
tions to the text. Daniel evidently ſpeaks but 
of one Meſſiah, The Schematiſt here intro- 
duces two, contrary to the literal meaning; 
and becauſe his Scheme would have no ap- 
pearance of truth without it, is ſoon after 
forced to add a third. This is cabala, myſti- 
ciſin, allegory, and r:4dle, with a vengeance ; 
and indeed needs nothing but it ſelf to con- 
fute it. But as he thinks he hath perfectly 
hit of the myſtery better than Mr. Mede, | 

ſhall examine what he hath alleged in fup- 


port of his opinion. 
He ſays, p. 179. 1f you make a ſtop at ſeven 


weeks and refer the ſixty two weeks to the 


matter which follow in the text, the Meſſiah 
prince can be Cyrus only; and the text ſeems 
properly explained thus, from the going forth 
of the commanament to Jeremiah 70 the be- 


Keanu af the reign of Cyrys, re. are ſeven 
weeks 
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_ weeks, or forty nine years. p. 181. 
which I anſwer, that there ought to be no 
ſtop at the ſeven weeks, and that if there 
was, Cyrus can haye nothing to do in the 
prophecy before us; for Cyrus his reign is 
begun by ſome from his coming out of 
Perſia for the aſliſtance of Cyaxares; by o- 
thers from the taking of Babylon; and by 
others from the death of Darius or Cyaxares. 
The firſt of theſe periods cantiot be the be- 
ginning of Cyrus's reign, which the forty 
nine yeats are ſuppoſed to refer to. For 
Danie! had this viſion in the firſt year of 
Darius, that is, after the taking of Babylon, 
and the erection of the Perſian empire, 
which was at leaſt twenty one years after 
this commencement of the reign of Cyrus. 
If our author means this period, as he evi- 
: dently doth, then he introduces the angel 
thus ſpeaking. £< O Daniel 1 am come 
« forth to give thee skill and underſtanding 
te in a matter thou knoweſt well; and I come 
«© to ſhew thee a thing that happened twen · 
« ty one years ago; therefore underſtand 
e the matter thou underſtandeſt already, and 
271 onkder the viſion I am now going to re- 
ee late 
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cc late of an event thou needeſt not to be in- 
« formed of. Nor can the two laſt periods 
of the beginning of Qyrus's reign agree to 
the ſeven weeks; becauſe from the delivering 
the command to Feremiah, to the conqueſt 
of Babylon was ſixty eight years, and to the 
death of Darius ſeventy. 

But that he may make Cyrus a Meſi ah 
in this prophecy, he tells us, that. unleſs 
ſome Meſſiah or Chriſt was to come after the 
firſt mentioned ſeven weeks, as well as after 
the threeſcore and two weeks, it would not 
have been ſaid, To the Meſſiah the prince 
ſhall be ſeven weeks and threeſcore and two 
weeks: It would have been ſaid.---Shall be 
ſixty nine weeks. This is a moſt notable ob- 
ſervation ; as tho' there could be no reaſon 
to ſay ſeven weeks, and threeſcore and two 
weeks, but ſomething that abſolutely deſtroys 
the reaſon given. The beginning of Cyrus 
His reign doth not, from what ever period 
we date it, by any means accord to this ac- 
count of the forty nine years, and there- 
fore cannot be the reaſon of the diviſton of 
theſe weeks. I will allow this writer, that 
from chis peculiarity of expreſſion, each par- 
tition of weeks ought to have its ſingular 
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events; thò' not its particular Meſſah, of 
which there is not the leaſt ſhadow of foun- 
dation in the text. And if I can aſſign a 
probable reaſon why it is ſaid ſeven weeks 


and ſixty two, this peculiarity of expreſſion 
will be accounted for. Now methinks the 


very text itſelf furniſhes us with the reaſon 
we are in queſt of. For as the prophecy 
aſlerts, that from the going forth of the com- 
mandment to the Meſſiah ſhall be in all 
ſixty nine weeks, whereby the time for this 
event is determined; ſo if the fame text al- 
ſures us, that he wall ſhall be rebuilt, and 
the common-wealth ſettled, this will account 
for the diviſion of thoſe ſixty nine wecks 
into ſeven weeks and ſixty two weeks, if 
the wall was rebuilt, and the republick ſet- 
tled at the end of the ſeven weeks, or forty 
ninc years. See this proved by Dr Prideaux 
in his Connect. p. 1. KL 5. N 25M . 
with p. 411. 

When he adds, They who e Meſ- 
ſiah. the prince to. ſgnify the Saviour Jeſus 
Chriſt, can by ud means extricate themſelves 
from the difficulty of accounting, how the 


Meſſiah ſhould come after ſeventy weeks. 1 
A a anſwer 2 
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anſwer, that if there are any ſuch, they are 
evidently miſtaken. For ſeventy weeks were 
determined on the people and the holy city, 
1. e. they were to be continued God's people 
and city for that ſpace of time, and no 
longer; and the Meſſiah was to come at the 
end of ſixty nine weeks, and after the end 
of theſe weeks, vis. at the end of the ſe- 
ventieth was to be cut off; for as ſeventy 
weeks were to determine the Jewiſh ſtate, 
ſo after the cutting off the Meſſiah, God 
was to abandon the Jewiſh people to an 
entire deſtruction; and of conſequence the 
death of the Meſſiah and God's deſertion 
of the Jewiſh nation, were exactly to hap- 
pen. both together, and in this reſpect the 
event proves the prediction to be true. 

But there is yet one more remark that 
I cannot lightly paſs over. vis. That we 
ought to rake the beginning, for the compu- 
ting each partition, from the ſame epoch, 
i. e. from the going forth of the command. 
ment, or prophecy, to Jeremiah ; and that 
ſeven weeks are firſt to be computed, and 
then that from the ſame beginning, you muſt 
proceed till you come to ſixty two weeks. I 


would here obſerve, (1.) That the prophecy 
_ expreſsly 
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expreſsly ſays, there ſhould be in all ſeventy 
weeks ; and that there might be no miſtake 
in this matter branches them out into ſeven 
weeks, ſixty two weeks, and one week; ſo 
that tis ſeventy ſucceſſive weeks, and aot 
ſixty two, that arc here intended. (2.) If 
ſeventy weeks are here meant, it follows 
that the epoch for the computing each par- 
tition cannot be the ſame; for to begin to 
number ſixty two weeks from a dated year, 
and ſeven weeks and one week of years 
from the ſame year, will no more make up 
ſeventy weeks of years, than ſixty two gui- 
ncas, ſeven guineas and one guinea of the 
ſixty two guineas will make up the ſum 
of ſeventy guineas. Our author would ſcarce 
love to be paid ſeventy guincas by ſuch a 
method of computing them. 
And yet this is the very method he takes 

in calculating the weeks of Daniel. Thus he 
explains himſelf p. 188. from the fourth of 
Jehoiachim — here are ſeven weeks, or 
forty nine years. And from the fourth year 
F Jehoiachim 10 —— Judas Maccabæus 
there are ſixty three weeks or four hundred 
and forty and one years, which (good rea- 
der obſeryc him) added together make 
A a 2 peveniy 
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feventy weeks, or four hundred and ninety 
years. i. e. tho all the events here ſpoken 
of were to be tranſacted in four hundred 


forty one years; yet if you add to 


this number the firſt forty nine years of the 
ſelf ſame number four hundred forty one, 


it will make four hunired and ninety. Was 


there ever ſuch an adept in calculations, or 
did ever any man ſo cunningly multiply a 
number into more than it ſelf? But to pals 
over this new rule of addition, this me- 
thod of computing will quite unravel 
our author's ſcheme, which he thinks he hath 
ſo nicely hit. For the ſeven wecks or forty 
ninc years can never agree to the com— 
mencement of Cyrus's reign, from whatever 
period it begins; nor will he with all his 
skill in chronology ever be able to prove, 
that from Jeremias prophecy to Judas 
Maccabeus were exactly ſi ixty two weeks or 
four hundred thirty and four years. Beſides 
the prophecy plainly declares, that the Meſ- 
ia, whoever be meant by him, was to 


come before Meſſiah was to be cut off. From 
the going fort of the commandment to 


Mei as the prince Shall be fixty nine weeks. 
But 
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But after theſe ſixty nine weeks Meſfas 
was to be cut off. And therefore this adept 
in chronology muſt either give up Meſſiaß 
Judas Maccabæus in ver. 25. who did not 
appear till after Onzas's death; or elſe his 
Meſſiah Onias in ver. 26. who was cut off 
before the government of Judas Maccabæus. 
I might alſo mention, that if this writer will 
be conſiſtent with himſelf, he ought to date 
the cpoch of the one week, in ver. 27. 
from the ſame time as he doth the ſeven 
and ſixty two weeks, in ver. 25. But this 
was not to his purpoſe, and would have 
deſtroyed his nice cxplication of this pro- 
phecy, and therefore he hath wiſely avoided 
it. 
: I think I have by this time demonſtrated, 
from the nature of the prophecy, and from 
our author himſelf, that all his calculations 
are precarious and falle. And indeed with 
what appearance of probability or truth, can 
he introduce two Meſſiabs, as the literal 
meaning of a text that plainly ſpeaks of but 
one Meſſiah, or make ſixty two weeks to be 
the literal meaning of ſeventy weeks, or 
ſeven, Jixty two, and one week. I am 
perſuaded chat if Chriſtians had made ſuch 
groſs 
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groſs blunders in their calculations, or been 
put to this ſhifr in interpreting this prophecy 
of Daniel, he would have beſtowed plenty 
of ridicule upon them. He might have done 
it with juſtice and could never have been an- 
ſwered. And how vain is his boaſt, with which 
he ſums up his wretched account, vig. There 
is certainly ſome myſtery in Daniel's moſt un- 
aſual phraſe; and my explication of it, as 
being conformable both to the words them. 
ſelves, and to the context, and to another place, 
ſeems perfectly to hit of that myſtery ; to all 
which I ſhall make no other return, but in 
_ thoſe words of Cicero de Divmat. I. 2. E. 57. 
Neſcio quomodo, iſti philoſophi ſuperſtitioſi & 
pene fanatici, quidvis malle nn. quam 
fe non ineptos. | | 

I hope the ſheet-anchor remains as yet fixed 
and unmoved. But perhaps the next heave 
may make her give way. 

And after threeſcore and two weeks, or 


in the laſt week, the only remaining week 
of the ſeventy, ſhall Meſſiuh be cut off, but 
not for himſelf. i. e. After ſixty two weeks 


| or four hundred and thirty four years the 


| Meſliah or pricſt Meſſiah, i, e. Onias 7he 
bigh 
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high prieft, ſhall be cut off, and he oo hat 
none to help him. 

It would prejudice any one at firſt view 
_ againſt this interpretation, to fee how this 
writer is forced to patch up and enlarge the 
text, to make the words capable of any mean- 
ing whatſoever. The text evidently ſpeaks 
of one Meſſias that was to come ſeven weeks 
and ſixty two weeks after the going forth of 
the commandment, and that after the three- 
ſcore and two wecks he ſhould be cut off. 
Would any mortal man imagine, that two 
Meſſiahs were here intended, unleſs purely 
for the ſake of a ſcheme? Much leſs that the 
Meſſiah in the twenty ſixth verſe, who was not 
to be cut off till after the ſixty two weeks, 
was yet to come before Meſſiah in ver. 25. 
who was to come at the end of theſe ſixty 
two weeks; and much leſs yet, that Onias 
was the Meſſias to be cut off, whoſe death 
happened before the coming of Judas 
Maccabæus, who ought therefore, to ſet this 
prophecy ſtrait, to have lived before him? 
Theſe are inconſiſtences too groſs to pals 
upon his authority, and ſpoil an interpreta- 


tion that hath no other foundation to ſup- 


port it. 


Beſides 
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-*Beſides, how comes in the addition of the 
word prieſt? Daniel ſays prince Meſſiah; 
and gives no intimation of any other mean- 
ing. And how comes it to paſs, that the 


angel ſhould ſay, according to the ſpeech 
the Schematiſt hath made for him, a double 
Meſſiah zs promiſed you? whereas he ought 
to have ſaid, a treble Meſjah is promiſed 
you, if our author's account of the prophecy 
be true. I ſuppoſe 'tis to this paſſage he par- 
ticularly refers, when he tells us in his in- 
troduction : The reader will, as I conceive, 
find that the author, in the following papers, 
has advanced ſuch à ſcheme of things, as 
Will account for all matters in the preſent 
diſpute. This is modeſtly ſaid, and news 
the very humble opinion and conceit he 
hath of himſelf, and I verily believe that e- 
very impartial reader will form a juſt o- 
pinion of his integrity, capacity, and mo- 
deſty, without any farther deſcription of his 
virtues. 5 


But what renders this whole account of 
the Schematiſt precarious is, that the ſtory 
of Onias's death, in the manner related in 
the ſecond of Maccabees, wants it ſelf a 

EL good 
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200d foundation to ſupport it. This book 


is nothing but an inaccurate abridgment 


of Zaſon's hiſtory; begins with two ſpurious 
epiſtles, and is therefore of too ſuſpected a 
credit ever to be made the foundation of 
interpreting an antient prophecy. Zoſephus 
his account of the time and manner of 
Onias's death, is quite different. He tells 
us Antiq. I. 12. 6. 5. that Onias died a- 
bout the time that Antiochus ſucceded his 
brother & Celenchus, and mcntions nothing of 
any violent death. 

And when he ſpeaks of Onias again 
in his book of the ZZaccabee's, he doth 
indeed mention his being put out of the 
prieſthood by the treachery of F7aſon, 
but ſpeaks not one word of his violent 
death, which Feſephus would ſcarce nave 
omitted, had ir been true; Ouias having 
been examplary for his picty and virtue. See 
Joſ. de Maccab. p. 502. 

Nothing is more evident than that there 
is a great deal of confuſion in the account 
given by the author of the ſecond book of 
Maccahees. He ſeems to have confounded 
the two ſtories, of the difference between 
Hircanus and his brethren the grandſons of 
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Toby under Scleuchns, and that of the high- 
prieſts under Antiochus Epiphanes, his bro- 
ther and ſucceſſour in the Syrian empire. 
For he makes MAZenelaus, who was the 
younger brother of Onzas, to be brother to 
Simon the Benjamite, who was of the fa- 
mily of Tias; which account is not only 
contraty to that of Joſephus, but very im- 
ptobable in it ſelf, becauſe if he had not 
been of the houſe of Aaron, he could not 
| have obtained the high- prieſthood. Com- 
pare, of. Antiq. l. 12. c. 4, 5. with 2 Mac. 
iii. iv. So that this writer, who declares him- 
felf to be only an abridger of another's 
work, that 10 ſtand upon every point, to go 
over things at large, and to be curious in 
particulars, belongs to the firſt author of the 
ſtory ; but that to uſe brevity, and avoid 
much labouring of the work is to be granted 
to him that will make an abridgment, 2 Mac. ii. 
30, 31. and that actually prefixes to an un- 
accurate abridgment two evidently ſpurious 
accounts; I ſay, ſuch a writer's authority is 
not to be compared to that of Jeſephus, 
whoſe relations in the main are authentick 


and genuine. 


This 
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This ſingle remark is enough to ſpoil the 
credit of our author's interpretation. What he 
adds about the opinion of the Jews, p. 184. 
is nothing to the purpoſe; the queſtion 
being, not what the Jews thought, but what 
the prophecy of Daniel foretold. If the 
prophecy of Daniel ſpoke of a ſuffering Me f 
fiah, that was to be cut off, they oughr to 
have meddled farther with him than to bring 
him to the croſs, being vaſtly concerned for 
what happened afterwards; if the deſtructi- 
on of their city and temple, and the diſper- 
ſion of that nation to this very day, are 
things worthy their concern and regard. 
We now come to the laſt part of the 
prophecy, and our author's interpretation of 
it, which is cxactly of a peice with the for- 
mer. 


1. And the prince of the people that ſhall 
come. i. e. ſays he, an army of Greeks un- 
der Antiochus. That Antiochus cannot be 
meant is plain, becauſe he did not perform 
thoſe things which tis propheſied the prince 
here ſpoken of ſhould do, as will appear 
preſently, Beſides, as the prince of the peo- 
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ple, who was to deſtroy the city and the ſan— 
 Ctuary, was to come after the prince Mey 
ſias, at the twenty fifth verſe, who was to 
come at the end of the ſixty two weeks, 
and after the cutting off the Meſſias, which 
was to be at tha end of the ſeventy weeks; 
how can Antiochus be meant, or how can 
the prophecy agree with it ſelf upon this 
ſuppoſition, ſince our author expreſsly ſays, 
that in the midſt of the laſt week, or in 
the fourth year of the laſt week, i. e. three 


years before the expiration of the ſeventy, 


he (Antiochus) ſhall cauſe their ſacrifices 


to ccale, and the abomination to :over- 
ſpread ; ſince nothing is more certain than 
that Antiochus came above three years be- 
fore Judas Maccabæus, and cauſed the 
ſacrifice to ceaſe, before the end of the ſe— 
venty weeks. No, the nonſenſe and con- 
tradiction is not in Daniel, but in his 
wretched interpretation of Daniels pro- 
phecy. | | 


2. Shall deſtroy the city and the ſanctuary. 

i. e. ſhall lay waſt the city and temple, It 
by /aying waſt, he means the utter de— 
ſtruction of the city and temple, he is right; 
8 for 


CNT 

for this is the conſtant meaning of the ori- 
gina word ye when applied to cities, 
fortreſſes, and places. Thus Ezekiel explains 
the word by making an end of. Ezck. xx. 17. 
and this is the invariable uſe and meaning 
of ir, when applicd as before mentioned. 
And this undoubtedly is the proper mean- 
ing of Daniel. But how will this author 
make the prophecy ſo underſtood, to anſwer, 
in his ſcheme, the event? Antiochus did 
not make an cntire end of cithcr the city 
or temple; and therefore he cannot be the 
perſon intended in this prophecy. 


3. And to the end of the war deſolations 
are determined. Here our author hath no 
meaning to affix to the words, and his criti- 
ciſm fails him. And therefore I would obſerve, 
that the prophet. here ſpeaks of a war that 
was to be carried on betwcen the Jews and 
the people of the prince, and that at the 
concluſion of it there ſhould be an entire 
deſolation. Now neither of theſe circum- 
ſtances agree to Antrochus. Foſephus lays, 
Antig. J. 12. c. 5. that he entered the city 
aEẽĩ]wunri Without force. But ſuppoſing Jo- 

ſephus 
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ſephus in this particular to be miſtaken, as 1 
apprehend he is, yet tis evident that the 
ſiege was of a ſhort continuance, and Fery- 
ſalem ſoon reduced; ſo that this cannot an- 
ſwer to the deſcription of the text, at the 
end of the war, which ſuppoſes ſome con- 
tinuance of it, and not the bare ſiege of 
a place, which was to be over in a few— 
days or wecks. Beſides, the deſolation of 
Feruſalem was not immediately after the end 

of the war, ſuppoſing this ſiege ſhould de- 
ſeryc the name of a war. For Antiochus 
only plundred the city and temple, and 
it was not till two years after that Antio. 
chus ſent Apollonius to execute his venge- 
ance upon that unhappy place. Nor did 
Apollonias even then entirely deſtroy the city 
or temple, which he muſt have done, had An- 
tiochus his maſter been the perſon intended. 
by Daniel. Indeed ſo far was this from be- 
ing an entire deſolation of the city and ſan- 
ctuary, that in a few years after Antiochus, 
the city recovered its former ſtate, and the 


temple was reſtored to its original ſervice 
and glory. 


4. And 
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4. And he ſhall confirm the covenant with 
many for one week, i. e. lays our author, 
in the laſt week Antiochus Epiphanes ſhall 
allow the Jews to keep the covenant made 
with their fathers, or to perform their wor- 
ſbip. But Antiochus cannot be meant both 
in this verſe and in the foregoing ; becauſe 
in this verſe 'tis expreſſſy declared he ſhould 
come in one week, i. e. in thc laſt week, and 

in the former not in the laſt of the ſixty two, 
but after they ſhould be fully expired. And 
indeed this obſervation ſeems to me plainly 
to denote that two very different perſons are 
intended. In the former verſe, the prince 
of the people is ſpoken of as diſtin from 
prince Meſſias who was to be cut off, which 
prince of the people was to come after the 


death of prince Meſſias, and therefore after 


the expiration of the ſeyenty years. But in 
the laſt verſe the perſon ſpoken of was to 
come in one weck, 2. .e the laſt of the ſe» 


venty ; and therefore as the cutting off the 


Meſſias, and the confirming of the covenant, 
were both to happen in this laſt week, I ap- 
prehend that the prophet returns to the Meſ- 

TT frah, 
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fiah, to intimate that * HE would railc up 
the prince of the people to execute his ven- 
geance againſt the Jews, by the entire de- 
ſtruction of their city, temple, and government, 
for having cut him off; and that the AMe/* 
ſiah to be cut off was the ſame perſon with 
him who was to confirm the covenant; and 
indeed that his being cut off, was the real 
confirmation of the covenant he was to in— 
troduce. And I cannot help obſerving how 
gloriouſly this falls in with the New Teſta— 
ment's account of Chriſt. He confirmed his 
covenant wita wonders and miracics, but 
the moſt ſolemn ratitication was by his blood, 
Heb. ix. 15. 

But not to inſiſt on its, ict it be granted, 
contrary to tac cxprets letter of the text, 
and determined periods of time, that Autio- 
chas is meant; I call on the Schemariſt to 
produce his authors, that prove that Antio- 
chus did confirm, or by any new grant al- 
low the Jews to keep the covenant made 


FP 


— — — 


* Nothing is more uſual in the facred writers, than to 4, 
cribe thoſe things to God which were performed by others, 
becauſe done by his appointment and order. See Ifai. xxix. 


2, 3, 4. and many other places. 


with 
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with their fathers, or to perform their wor- 


ſhip. He ſeems to cite for this purpoſe. 


r Mac. xii. 17. 2 Mac. vii. 1. Tho' with- 
out the leaſt ſhadow of advantage to his 
cauſe, The firſt place ſpeaks of thoſe who 


maintained the law in oppoſition to the or- 
ders of Antiochus to the contrary ; and the 


ſecond, of the death of the ſeven brethren on 
the ſame account. What can be the end 
of ſuch quotations as theſe? What muſt the 


world think of the veracity or care of an 


author, that can thus abuſe the credulity of 
ſome of his readers, and the time and pati- 
ence of others of them? The truth is this 
aſſertion is contrary to the faith of all hiſto- 
ries. For neither Joſephus, nor the authors 
of the two Maccabees ever ſpeak of this 
grant of Antiochus to the Jews, but do un- 


animouſly affirm, that immediately on his - 
acceſſion to the Syrian throne, he allowefl 


and ordered the obſervance of the Grecian 


cuſtoms, and the erection of a ſchool for this 


purpoſe at Jeruſalem; and that afterwards, 


ſo far was he from allowing the Jews to 


keep the covenant of their fathers, that he 


endeavoured to aboliſh every remains of that 
G0 | covenant 
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covenant by the moſt infamous methods of 
perſecution and cruelty. Tis true that An- 
tiochus Eupater his fon did confirm the co- 
venant with. the Jews, that they ſhould live 
after their laws as they had done before, 
r Mac. vi. 59. but this is nothing to our 
author's purpoſe. | 


5. In the midſt of the week, i. e. in the 
latter part and at the end of it, he ſhall 
cauſe the ſacrifice and oblation to ceaſe. This 
our author explains of Antiochus. But as 
he cannot be meant in the foregoing ſen- 
tence, ſo neither can he in this; for the 
ſame perſons are ſpoken of in both. Beſides, 
Daniel ſpeaks of an entire ceſſation of the 
ſacrifice and oblation, to be cauſed by an 
entire deſtruction of the city and ſanctuary, 
which cannot agree to that under Antiochus, 
which laſted but for a few years, after which 
things reverted to their original order and 
courſe. But this obſervation is true if ap- 
plied to Jeſus Chriſt, who did cauſe the ſa- 
crifice and oblation to ceaſe, by taking a- 
way all neceſſity for the continuance of it, 
thro' the offering up himſelf once for all, 
. alles Py by 
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by declaring that theJews were left deſolate, or 
rejected by God from being his peculiar peo- 


ple, and by ſo ordering affairs, that all things 


from the Meſſiah's death conſpired to their 
ruin, which was at laſt effectually accom- 
pliſhed by the Roman army under Titus. 
And this is agreeable to the antient method 
of expreſſing prophecies in the Old Teſta- 
ment, as every one that hath read them care- 
fully muſt have obſerved. 3 


6. For the overſpreading of abomination 
he ſhall make it deſolate, even until the end. 
Our author explains this, to the end of that 
week, and all the weeks. But this is an 
addition to the text. The original words 


759 denote, uſque ad excidium, donec abſu- 


mantur, even to their entire deſtruction, 


7. Laſtly, and that determined ſhall be pour- 
ed on the deſolate. i. e. After which the 
deſolator ſhall have vengeance paid him in his 
turn, and the Jews ſhall again recover their 
religious and civil liberty. And this he ſays 
was brought about by Judas Maccabæus. 
Io all which I anſwer, that this interpreta- 
Cc 2 tion 
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tion is contrary to the literal ſenſe of the 
foregoing words, which ſpeak of an entire 
deſtruction; and indeed had it not been for 
an obſervation of the Biſhop, he would have 
been mightily at a loſs how to have explain- 
ed this paſſage of Daniel. The biſhop 
obſerves, that Dawn ſignifies deſolator, 
and ſo it doth. But the word in this 
paſſage is not vd but SMXv, the com- 
mon if not conſtant ſenſe of which is de- 
folate. There are but two places where it 
poſſibly can ſignify, atively, or making de- 
folate. Dan. viii. 13. and xii. 11. Every 
where elſe tis uſed in a paſſive ſenſe. And 
I think it ought to be ſo uſcd there, where 
the in and the abomination are ſaid to be 
deſolate, becauſe of the deſolating effects 
they produced. However the context plain- 
ly fixes the meaning in the paſſage under 
conſideration. For what can the word de- 
termined here refer to, but the determina- 
tion ſpoken of, ver. 24. and 26. vig. the 

deſolations appointed for the holy city and 
ſanctuary. There is not a ſingle word in 
the whole prophecy that ſpeaks of venge- 
ance deſigned againſt the prince of the peo- 
ple, much leſs of a reſtoration of the Jews 

. 5 


SEE 
to their civil and religious liberties; and 
therefore the word B2w muſt refer, accor- 
ding to its conſtant meaning, to the deſo- 
late, on whom God's determined vengeance 
was to be executed. 

And thus have I conſidered all the criti- 
cal ' remarks of this author upon the pro- 
phecy of Daniels ſeventy weeks, and per- 
ſuade my ſelf, that my reader will by this 
time be convinced, how very unfit he is 
to deal in prophecy; and that the whole 
application of it, to Jeremiah, Cyrus, Onias, 
Judas Maccabæus, and Antiochus Epiphanes, 
is grounded on palpable miſtakes of the 
whole intent thereof (which relates wholly 
to quite different matters) and on miſera- 
bly wreſting and perverting chronology and 
times. So that R. Abarbanels words were 
never ſo truly applied, as when applied to 
our author. Ie homo computationes facit, 
non quales cum rerum veritate conventunt, 


ſed quales expetit. 


But he hath yet ſome farther confirmation 


of his ſenſe of the prophecy, and refers his 
reader to the three other viſions of Daniel. 


Two of theſe we kave already conſidered, 
| | and 


8 
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and ſhewn that they refer to the kingdom of 


the Meſſiah, and therefore they do confirm 
the ſenſe J have given of the prophecy under 
queſtion. As to the third viſion, ch. viii. it 
appears from the whole of it, that it is on- 
ly a more particular explication of part of 


the viſion, ch. vii. relating to the deſolation 


cauſed by Antiochus Epiphanes; different in 
all its circumſtances from the viſion of the 
feventy weeks, as will appear to any one 
that compares them. The viſion of the eig ht 
chapter ſpeaks of the diviſion of Alexander's 


Xingdom, of the tyranny of Anttochus, fixes 


2 ſet time for it, and then declares that the 
ſanctuary ſhould be clcanſed, and that An- 
tiochus himſelf ſhould be broken without 
hand. But in this other viſion we have been 


conſidering there is a different period of time 


fixed, vig. ſeventy wecks or four hundredand 
ninty years, the coming of the Meſſiah and 
his being cut off are declared, the abſolute 
deſtruction of the city and ſanctuary expre- 
ſsly forctold, even their being made entire- 


ly deſolate, without the leaſt intimation of 


their recovery and reſtoration. So that every 


cireumſtance determines the two viſions to 


* to quite different events, and the 


things 


[ mT 
things contained 'in it to be accbmpiithey 
by vety defferent perſons. 

Hirherto 1 think the ſheer-anchor is ſafe; 
and if the prophet intends ſeventy real weeks 
and not ſeventy cut weeks, or fixty three, 
if the going forth of the word doth not ſig- 
nify Feremiah's prophecy, but the iſſuing a 
royal decree, if the finiſhing tranſgreſſion Oc. 
doth not and cannot relate to the continu- 
ance of the Jewiſh ftate, but the end of it, and 
the times after it, if the city and ſanctuary 
were to be abſolutely deſtroyed, and that de- 
ſtruction was to fucceed the death of Meſ- 
ſias, or not to happen till after the ſeventy 
years were expired, and was not to be fol- 
lowed with vengeance on the deſolator, or a 
reſtoration of the Jewiſh affairs, if the Ro- 
man army entered Fernſalem with their mi- 
litary enſigns and deftroyed the city and 
ſanctuary, if Jeſus did confirm the covenant 
in the laſt week of the ſeventy, and «cauſe 
the ſacrifice of oblation to ceaſe, if theſe 
things be ſo, they are entirely conformmble 
to the event of Jeſus, and he may therefore 
be found here, without doing any violence tu 
the text in any part of it; nor indeed can 


the prophecy be explained with any con- 
fi 
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ſiſtency with it ſelf, or truth of hiſtory, but 
by applying it to Jeſus, and the circum- 
ſtances and conſequences of his appearance. 

But he objects, that the city and ſanctua- 
ry were not deſtroyed by any army under 
Jeſus, in whoſe time there was no war a- 
gainſt Jeruſalem. Wherefore the deſtruction 
of the city and ſandtuary by the people of the 
prince. that ſhould come, cannot relate to 
Jelus's time, p. 190. What if all this be 
true, 'tis nothing at all to the purpoſe. Da- 


_ wet never ſaid there ſhould be a war in Jeſus's 
time, and that Chriſt ſhould come with an 


army to deſtroy Jeruſalem; and he is ſo far 
from fixing the deſolations of the city and 
ſanctuary to the times of Jeſus, or the Me /- 
ſias, that, on the contrary he declares, that 
this ſhould happen after his death, and that 
the determined vengeance ſhould be taken, 
not by the Meſſias in perſon, but by he 
people of a certain prince, that ſhould come 
for that end; and if the deſtruction of the 
city and ſunctuary ſpoken of had happened 
in Jeſus's time, or before his death, the pro- 
phecy of Daniel would not have accorded 


to the event. And therefore the reaſon he 
8 aſſigns, 
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aſſigns, why this deſtruction could not re- 
late to that made by the Romans, proves 
it doth relate to it and no other. For as 
the bringing in everlaſting righteouſneſs, 
ſealing up, or accompliſhing prophecies, and 
anointing the moſt holy, were to conclude 
the ſcene of the ſeventy weeks, tis evident 
that the deſtruction of the city and ſanctuary 
could not be comprehended within that 
period, but were to happen after the expi- 
ration of it; and that the death of the 
prince Meſjah, by which the prophecies 
were ſealed up or accompliſhed, &c. was 
to be exactly at the end of it. And 
as no particular time was fixed by Daniels 
prophecy for the deſtruction of the city and 
ſanctuary, but only that it ſhould be the 
puniſhment inflited on the Jews for their 
cutting off the Meſſiah, and happen ſoon 
after; that vengeance not being executed till 
thirty years or more after the death of Chriſt, 
is no objection againſt the proper accom- 
pliſhment of Daniels prophecy in our bleſ- 
ſed Lord, who did ſend the prince of the 
people to compleat their puniſhment oe a 


perpetual deſolation. 
D d | He 
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. objects farther, that Jeſus cannot be 
ſaid to have confirmed the covenant for one 
week, who confirmed it by his doffrine and 
practice all his life. p. 191. Tis allowed 
then that Jeſus did confirm. the covenant, 
and 'tis as certain that he confirmed it but 
for one week. For from the coming of the 
word of God to John Baptiſt, the forerun- 
ner of the Meſſias, until whoſe time the 
law and the prophets were, and after which 
the kingdom of God was preached, to the 
death of the Meſſias, and the end of his 
miniſtration, was exactly one week or ſe— 
ven years; and I imagine that our author 
will ſcarce affirm, upon ſecond thoughts, that 
Chriſt could ever confirm the covenant, be- 
fore he preached it. 

As to what he urges farther, that Jeſus 
did not cauſe the ſacrifice and oblation to 
ceaſe, by any poſitive infunction, as is here 
manifeſtly implied, and that he did not do 
it virtually by his death, as appears from 
Paul, bid. I anſwer, that there are ſome 
paſſages i in the goſpel, that plainly intimate 
that the ſacrifice and oblation ſhould ceaſe; 
as particularly, oh. iv. 21, 23. where Chriſt 
tells the Samaritan woman, Believe me, the 


hour 
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hour cometh, when ye ſhall neither in this 
mountain, nor yet at Jeruſalem, ws. 
father. But the hour cometh and now s, 

when the true worſhippers ſhall worſhip the 
father in ſpirit and in truth. But 'tis ſo 
far from being true, that the ſacrifice was 
to ceaſe by a poſitive injunction, that there 
is a quite different reaſon aſſigned for it in 
the prophecy, vis. becauſe Feruſalem and 
the ſanctuary were to be made deſolate, by 
an utter deſtruction. And of conſequence 


the ſacrifice could not ceaſe till this com- 
plete deſolation; and therefore St. Paul did 


right in obeying the laws of his country, 
whilſt the Jewiſh conſtitution laſted, and 
the temple worſhip continued; tho' he gave 
ſufficient intimation that theſe things were 
ſoon to ceaſe, both by neglecting the uſe of 
them himſelf when out of Judæa, and not 
ſuffering them to be Impolcd on the Gen- 
tile converts. | 

His ſeventh remark, and the three obſer- 
vations under it, p. 191. Cc. I have con- 
ſidered and anſwered, p. 162. Cc. 

Laſtly, What he ſays of the opinion of 
the Jews in Chriſt's time, p. 199. is not 
one Jot to the purpoſe, They did not expect 
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that the Meſlias ſhould be cut off, but that he 
ſhauld abide for ever; no not the apoſtles 
and diſciples of Feſus himſelf. But I would 
feign know, what their opinion hath to do 
with the real ſenſe of the Old Teſtament 
prophecies? If thoſe prophecies did declare, 
that the Meſſias was to ſuffer and die, the 
death of Jeſus will be a proper accompliſh- 
ment of them, tho the Jews expected and 
hoped for the contrary. This was what Jeſus 
himſelf often affirmed, appealing to the ſcrip- 
tures that it muſt be ſo. And tho' we never 
read of one particular ſcripture quoted by 
Chriſt upon this account, yet what paſlages 
could he refer to, but thoſe that actually and 
plainly foretold his ſufferings? And why 
ſhould not this prophecy of "Danes, which 
| UB, the moſt expreſs of all, be of this num- 
ber? The truth is, that the Jews knew not 
how to reconcile the notion of @ triumphant 
prince with that of a crucified ſaviour ; and 
therefore our bleſſed Lord affirms himſelf to 
be both, and appeals to the ſcriptures in ge- 
neral, without pointing out the particular 
ones, that proved the one or the other; re- 
ſerying the full inſtruction of his deſciples 
till after bis reſurrection, and the effuſion 
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of his holy ſpirit, which was to be his wit- 
neſs and advocate amongſt men, and a ſtand- 
ing proof, that tho he died to make recon- 
cilation for iniquity, yet that he Was alive 
again by the power of God, and inveſted 
with dominion, glory, and a kingdom; even 
with an everlaſting dominion, never to paſs 
away, and a kingdom, which ſhould never 
be deftrojed ; according to Daniels prophecy 
of him, cap. vii. 14, Cc. | 

And thus have J gone thro' this prophecy 
of the ſeventy weeks, and conſidered all 
the explications and remarks. of the author 
of the Literal Scheme upon it. And upon a 
review, I think, I can honeſtly ſay, that how 
much ſo ever J value chriſtianity, yet that I 
have not been prejudiced by it to expound 
this prophecy in favour of a religion, that 
I heartily believe, and wiſh I could be more 
entirely conformed to, both in temper and 
practice. I have not, I thank God, willingly 
peryerted any author that I have cited, nor 
interpreted any words, without at leaſt en- 
deavouring to underftand their meaning. If 
J have erred, I can with pleaſure ſubmit 
to a friendly correction, and have no notion | 


ſo n rivetted in me, but that I hope 
1 ſhall 
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I ſhall ever readily exchange it for truth, 
when ever I diſcern the evicence and proof 
of it. 

And upon the whole, I think I can pro- 
duce him a prophecy or two relating to 
Jeſus Chriſt, much clearer than that which 
is contained in Seneca the Tragedian, of 
the diſcovery of America and Groenland. 


Venient annis 
&c. g 


Secula ſeris, 
— 


I cannot indeed conceive in what ſenſe he 
can call this paſſage a prophecy. It was well 
underſtood in the times of Seneca, that there 
were many parts of the world then unknown, 
and therefore any man, without the ſpirit of 
prophecy, might well enough gueſs, that 
there would, in time, be farther diſcoveries. 
And this is all that Seneca ſays, founding his 
conjecture undoubtedly upon the improve- 
ments of navigation, and the diſcoveries that 
had been already made by the Romans. 
But prophecy is of a quite different nature, 

and implies the foretelling a future event, 
which doth not depend on any rational 
conjeQures, or raf certain neceſſary train of 
cauſes 
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cauſes and effects; or to uſe the Schematiſt's 
words, the exiſtence whereof, before the e- 


went referred to, had no proof. Such as that 


after ſeventy years, to be reckoned from a 


— 
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fixed period, a captive people ſhould be re- 


ſtored to their native country and liberty, 
and a deſolate temple ſhould be ordered to 
be rebuilt, by a certain perſon, called by his 
proper name, many years before he was 
born. That ſeventy weeks of years, to be 
reckoned from a given epoch, ſhould deter- 
mine the ſtate of the Jewiſh nation, after 
which they were to be given up by God to 
their enemies, and at laſt to be made entire- 
ly deſolate. That juſt before the expiration 
of this ſeventy weeks, a certain perſon ſhould 
come, for ſuch particular ends and purpoſes, 
and be cut off without any to help him; 
after which the Jews temple ſhould be de- 


ſtroyed, and their ſacrifices made entirely to 


ceaſe. This prophecy of Daniel was deliver- 
ed ſeveral hundred years before the event 
ſpoken of happened, and was exactly fulfilled 
in its proper ſeaſon; and therefore argues 


the ſuperintendence of a wiſe and powerful 


being, who only can forcknow and conduct 
ſuch 
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fach events; and the divine miſſion of our 
blefied ſaviour, to whom the prophecies re- 
Jated, and in whom they received their full | 
accompliſhment. 

I ſhall conclude all by ſetting down in dift- 
ferent; columns the literal tranſlation of this 
prophecy of Daniel, and the critical verſion 
of the Literal Schematiſt, that he may review 
his own ſcheme, in order to correct or con- 
firm it. 

DANIEL. SCHEMATIST., | 

Seventy weeks are | Seventy weeks are 

determined upon thy | cut or abbreviated, or 


people and upon thy | there are but r 
holy city. three weeks to come 


upon thy people and 
upon thy holy city. 


To reſtrain tranſ- 


greſſion, and ſeal up 


or compleatly puniſh 
ſin. . 

To bring in ever- 
laſting righteouſneſs, 


4 
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To put an end ts 
all puniſhment for ſin, 


by reſtoring the Jews 
| to their liberty. 


Io eſtabliſh righte- 
ouſneſs for twenty 
ye. 


To 


1 


To ſeal up or com- 
pleat all viſion and 
ptophecy, and anoint 
the moſt holy. 


Know therefore 


and underſtand, that | 
from the going forth. 
of the royal ear, For 


the general return of 


rac Jews and the re- 


building Feruſalem 


a 


{they {hall return, and 


the ſtreetſhall berebuilr 


in troubleſome times) 


to the finiſhing this 


work, ſhall be ſeven 


weeks, or forty nine 


years; and ſixty two 


weeks, or four hun- 
dred thirty and four 
years after this, in all 
tour hundred cighty 
and three years, prince 
Meſſias ſhall come. 


+ _ 


And 


To fulfil Feremiah's 
prophecy, which was 
to be accompliſhed 


before the * ſeventy 


weeks began, and to 
anoint the moſt holy. 

Know therefore 
and underſtand, what 
thou knoweſt already, 


that from the going 


forth of the word of 


God to Jeremiah, un- 
to Cyrus the Meſſias 
prince, ſhall be ſeven 
weeks or forty ninc 


years, tho' he u ↄ 


ly came twenty one 
years before my deli- 
vering to thee this 


prophecy ; and from 


the going forth of the 
ſame commandment 


to Jeremiab, unto an- 


other Meſſias udas 


Maccabeus, ſhall be 
ſixty two weeks, or 
four hundred thirty 
Ee and 
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weeks, or in the laſt 
week of the ſeventy, 
and at the end of it, 
this prince Meſſias 
ſhall be cut off, and 
there ſhall be none to 
help him. 


0 


And after the ex- 
piration of the ſeven- 


ty weeks, the people 
of the prince that 
ſhall come, ſhall de. 

1 oo 


and four years ; tho” 
I mean only one 


prince Meſſias, and 


I have ſpoken of no 
| | more. 
And after ſixty two 


And after "1" 
dred. thirty and four 
years, the third Meſ- 
ſias Omas the high- 
prieſt, of whom I 


know no more than ! 


do of the ſecond, ſhall 
be cut off; tho'at the 
ſame time this Onias 
{hall be cut off before 
the end of four hun- 
120 thirty and four 
years, or five years 
before Judas Macca- 
Cue, who was to 
come juſt at the end 
of this period. 

And Antiochus E- 
piphanes {hall lay 
waſt, but not deſtroy, 


the city and temple, 
and 


overwhelm all 
things 
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ſtroy the city and the 
ſanctuary, the end 
ſhall be the ſweeping 
away the Jews as with 
a flood, and the con- 
cluſion of the war 
ſhall be an entire de- 
ſolation and deſtructi- 
on of that people. 
However, during 


the laſt week of the ſe- 


venty, the prince Me/ſ- 
ſias ſhall confirm the 
covenant with many, 
and in the laſt half 
part of it ſhall cauſe 
the Jewiſh ſacrifices 


and oblations to ceaſe. 


After which all things 
ſhall conſpire to the 
ruine of this people, 
till at laſt the Ro- 
mans ſhall ſpread their 
victorious enſigns in 


the city, and male 


it deſolate and utterly 
conſume it, and thus 


EXECUTE 


things by numbers, but 


not deſtroy the Jews 
as with a flood, and 


their deſolations ſhall 


end at the concluſion 
of the war, and the 
Jews be again reſtored 
to their liberty. 


And in the laſt 
week Antiochus ſhall 
allow the Jews to keep 
the covenant made 
with their fathers, and 
to perform their wor- 
ſhip, which however 
he never did allow 
them to do. But in 
the laſt part of that 
week he ſhall cauſe 
their ſacrifices to 


ceaſe, and ſet up the 
idols of the deſolator, 
which ſhall continue 
till the end of all the 
weeks, after which 
| the deſolator ſhall 


have 


(ese 


execute God's deter- haye vengeance paid” 
mined vengeance, on | him in his turn, and 


that deſolate and a- the Fews ſhall again 
5 . | 
bandoned nation. | recover their religious 


Cy 


1 civil libert . 


I leave the world to judge which OY 
two interpretations, is moſt agrecablc to the 
letter of the original text, moſt” conſi ſtent 
with it ſelf, and beſt verified by the events; 
and pray God the evidence of the truth of 


Chriſtianity may be fairly conſidered, by 


ſuch as are prejudiced againſt it, that being 
brought to the acknowledgement of the 
truth as it is in Jeſus, they may have 
= power to become the ſons of God, and at 
laſt obtain he promiſed inheritante. 
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